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The House met at 10 a.m.

Rev. Thomas Kuhn, pastor, Church of
the Incarnation, Centerville, OH, of-
fered the following prayer:

Lord, on this National Day of Prayer
we are reminded that we are not sim-
ply a country, but ‘““one nation under
God.”

Your love for us is obvious. May our
lives reflect that love.

Your love has made us a powerful
people. May we always be gentle, to lift
up the fallen, and strong, to protect
those who cannot defend themselves.

Your love has given us an abundant
land. May we always share our abun-
dance with those who cannot care for
themselves.

Your love for us has made us truly
free. May we work so that all our
brothers and sisters, enslaved by preju-
dice, may be free.

Leadership and vision have been en-
trusted to this House. May our Rep-
resentatives work for the good of all
Your children. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day's pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, pursuant to clause 1, rule I, I
demand a vote on agreeing to the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, I object to the vote on the
ground that a guorum is not present
and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 262, nays
122, answered ‘“‘present’” 1, not voting
49, as follows:

[Roll No. 108]
YEAS—262

Abercromble Anthony Bellenson
Ackerman Applegate Bennett
Alexander Archer Berman
Anderson Aspin Bevill
Andrews (ME) Atkins Bilbray
Andrews (NJ) Bacchus Blackwell
Andrews (TX) Barnard Bonlor
Annunzio Bateman Borski

Boucher
Brewster
Brooks
Browder
Brown
Bryant
Bustamante
Campbell (CO)
Cardin

Carr
Clement
Coleman (TX)
Collins (MI)
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Darden
DeFazio
DeLauro
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dooley
Dorgan (ND)
Downey
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Early
Eckart
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English
Erdreich
Espy

Evans
Ewing
Fasecell
Fazio

Fish
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN}
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Gillmor
Gilman
Glickman
Gonzales
Gordon
Gradison
Green
Gunderson
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hammerschmidt
Hansen
Harris
Hatcher
Hayes (IL)
Hayes (LA)
Hefner
Hertel
Hoagland
Hochbrueckner
Horn
Horton
Houghton

Allard
Allen
Armey

Hoyer
Hubbard
Huckaby
Hughes
Hutto
Jefferson
Johnson (CT}
Johnson (SD)
Johnston
Jones (GA)
Jones (NC)
Jontz
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kennelly
Kildee
Kleczka
Kopetski
Kostmayer
LaFalce
Lancaster
Lantos
LaRocco
Laughlin
Lehman (CA)
Lent

Levin (MI)
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lloyd

Long
Lowey (NY)
Luken
Manton
Markey
Martinez
Matsul
Mavroules
Mazzoli
McCloskey
MeDermott
McGrath
McHugh
McMillen (MD)
MoNulty
Mfume
Miller (CA)
Mineta
Mink
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moran
Morrison
Mrazek
Murtha
Myers
Nagle
Natcher
Neal (MA)
Neal (NC)
Nichols
Nowak
Oakar
Oberstar
Obey

Olin

Olver

Ortiz

Orton
Owens (NY)
Owens (UT)
Packard
Pallone
Panetta
Parker
Patterson
Payne (NJ)
Pease

NAYS—122

Baker
Ballenger
Barrett
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Pelosi Bilirakis Herger Rhodes
Penny Bliley Hobson Ridge
Perkins Boehlert Holloway Riggs
Peterson (FL) Boehner Hopkins Roberts
Peterson (MN) Bunning Hunter Rogers.
Petri Burton Hyde Rohrabacher
Pickett Callahan Inhofe Ros-Lehtinen
Pickle Camp Jacobs Roth
Poshard Chandler James Roukema
Price Clay Kolbe Saxton
Pursell Clinger Kyl Schaefer
Rahall Coble Lagomarsino Schiff
Ravenel Coleman (MO) Lewis (CA) Schroeder

Coughlin Lewis (FL) Sensenbrenner
Reed Cox (CA) Lightfoot Shays
Richardson Crane Livingston Shuster
Rinaldo Cunningham Lowery (CA) Sikorski
Ritter Davis Machtley Skeen
Roemer DeLay Marlenee Smith (OR)
Rose Dickinson Martin Smith (TX)
Rostenkowskl Doolittl MecCandless Snowe
Rowland Dornan (CA) MeCollum Solomon
Roybal Drefer MeCrery Stearns
Russo Duncan McDade Stump
Sabo Emerson McEwen Sundquist
Sangmeister Fawell Meyers Taylor (NC)
Santorum Flelds Michel Thomas (CA)
Sarpalius Franks (CT) Molinari Thomas (WY)
Bawyer Gallegly Moody Upton
Scheuer Gekas Moorhead Vucanovich
Schulze Gingrich Murphy Walker
Schumer Goodling Nussle Walsh
Serrano Goss Oxley Weldon
Sharp Grandy Paxon Wolf
Shaw Hancock FPorter Young (FL)
Sisisky Hastert Quillen Zeliff
Skaggs Hefley R tad Zi
Skelton Henry Regula
vy A ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Smith (FL) Broomfield
Smith (1A)
Smith (N.J) NOT VOTING—49
Solarz AuCoin Gilchrest Payne (VA)
Spence Boxer Guarini Rangel
Staggers Bruce Ireland Roe
Stallings Byron Jenkins Sanders
Stark Campbell (CA) Johnson (TX) Savage
Stenholm Carper Klug Spratt
Stokes Chapman Kolter Torres
Studds Collins (I1L) Leach Valentine
Swett Cox (IL) Lehman (FL) Washington
Swift Dannemeyer Levine (CA) Waters
Synar de la Garza McCurdy Weber
Tallon Dellums McMillan (NC)  Willlams
Tanner Edwards (OK) Miller (OH) Wilson
Tauzin Felghan Miller (WA) Yatron
F“-"m" (MS) Flake Moakley Young (AK)
Thomas (GA) Gallo Morella
Thornton Gaydos Pastor
Torricelli
Towns 0O 1024
Traficant
Traxler So the Journal was approved.
Eins{c)l?rddm The result of the vote was announced
Vanto as above recorded.
Visclosky
Volkmer
&g:‘s":“ PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Wheat Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, earlier today,
Whitten May 7, 1992, | was unavoidably detained for
mﬁ" rolicall vote No. 108, approval of the Journal.

pe .
Wyden | would like the RECORD to show that had |
Wylie been present, | would have voted "yea.”
Yates
PERSONAL EXPLANATION

= Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
Bentley ably absent on official business during rolicall
Bereuter vote No. 108 on Thursday, May 7, 1992. Had

O'This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., 00 1407 is 2:07 p.m.

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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| been present on the House floor | would
have cast my vote as follows:

Rollcall, No. 108—“yea” on the Chair's
apprval of the journal.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNULTY). Will the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. LUKEN] kindly come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. LUKEN led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the Unit-
ed States of America, and to the Republic for
which it stands, one nation under God, indi-
visible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Hallen, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate insists upon its amend-
ment to the bill (H.R. 2507) ‘“‘An act to
amend the Public Health Service Act
to revise and extend the programs of
the National Institutes of Health, and
for other purposes’’ disagreed to by the
House and agrees to the conference
asked by the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. HARKIN, Mr.
ADAMS, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. DUREN-
BERGER to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

e e—

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair wishes to announce that he will
take up to seven l-minute statements
from each side of the aisle. Other 1-
minute statements will be entertained
later in the legislative day.

THE REVEREND THOMAS KUHN

(Mr. LUKEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LUKEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise for a
moment today to welcome Father Tom
Kuhn, our guest chaplain, to the Cham-
ber. I came to know Father Kuhn when
he was a principal at Elder High School
in the western part of Hamilton Coun-
ty for about 8 years.

He has now moved a little north in
Ohio to Centerville where he is pastor
of the Incarnation Parish, and he leads
a delegation of students from that
school who are with us this morning.

I will put a more extensive history
about Father Kuhn in the RECORD, but
suffice it to say, Mr. Speaker, he has
devoted his life to the service of God
and to his fellow man.

I would also like to thank the Chap-
lain and the Speaker for making his
trip here a memorable one.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to introduce Father
Thomas Kuhn of Cincinnati, who has delivered
today’s invocation.
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Father Kuhn, a Roman Catholic priest, has
been pastor of Incarnation Parish in
Centerville, OH, since 1989.

After his ordination in 1967, Father Kuhn
began teaching religion and physics at Elder
High School, a Catholic school for young men,
in the archdiocese of Cincinnati, OH. In addi-
tion, he also served as chaplain for many of
the athletic teams at the school. Because of
his dedication to the school and his students,
he was named vice principal of Elder in 1972.

In 1976, Father Kuhn was named copastor
of St. Vincent DePaul Parish located along the
Ohio River. He served in this capacity until
1982, when he departed to devote himself full
time to Elder.

Having been named principal of Elder High
school in 1981, Father Kuhn took over the
daily operations of the school and its 1,200
students. Despite the demands of this role, he
continued to serve as an associate pastor at
St. John's Parish in Westchester, OH. He re-
mained principal of Elder High School, as well
as teacher of senior physics through the
1987-88 school year.

After a brief sabbatical in 1988, Father Kuhn
was named to his present position as pastor
of Incarnation Parish in Centerville, OH.

It is with great pleasure that | introduce to
you Father Kuhn.

THE REVEREND THOMAS KUHN

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, today I
join my colleague from Cincinnati, Mr.
LUKEN, in welcoming to the House, Fa-
ther Tom Kuhn. While he was in Cin-
cinnati and before he arrived in
Centerville, OH, he spent several years
living in our community in West-
chester, OH, and was assistant pastor
of our church.

Father Kuhn brought to our church,
and I think can bring to a lot of
churches in America a very unique
quality, and that quality was to have a
5-minute sermon where Father Kuhn
would bring a point to bear, and would
relate it to a personal experience. In all
of my years of going to church and lis-
tening to sermons, actually the next
day I would remember his sermon.

He is a very dear friend. He has many
friends in our community, and I join
with my friend from Cincinnati in wel-
coming him here for the invocation
that he gave this morning.

PROTECTING THE SOCIAL
SECURITY TRUST FUND

(Mr. MINETA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, as Mem-
bers know, I have taken this time in
the past to talk with our colleagues
about the need for Congress to serve
our constituents by ensuring that Fed-
eral agencies designed to help citizens
have the resources to do so.
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Last week, we were assured by var-
ious officials that Social Security trust
funds are not in jeopardy, and that
Americans need not worry about un-
funded benefits.

We must do more than not worry, Mr.
Speaker.

Just as Congress guarantees ade-
quate funding for Social Security, we
must also ensure that Social Security
offices answer their telephones, meets
with our constituents, and responds to
their needs in a timely fashion.

Millions of our senior citizens depend
upon Social Security to make ends
meet here and now. When someone’s
Social Security payment gets hung up
in bureaucracy, they cannot cash in an
excuse—whether legitimate or not.

The promise of reliability rests at
the core of our system. In other words,
Mr. Speaker, there is nothing secure
about Social Security unless we make
the system live up to that promise.

With respect to disability claims, for
example, people are waiting longer and
longer to have their claims processed—
people who desperately need these ben-
efits to survive.

In my home State of California
alone, the backlog of disability cases is
80 overwhelming that on average it
takes 5 months just for an initial re-
view.

At the same time, people who should
be taken off disability support are still
receiving benefits because of the lack
of regular case review.

Mr. Speaker, the reality is that when
we shortchange the implementation of
our Social Security benefits, we waste
taxpayers time and money.

For every dollar spent on reviewing
claims, $4 would be returned to the
trust fund in benefits paid out unneces-
sarily.

Mr. Speaker, it is our job in Congress
to cut the fat from excessive Govern-
ment spending—not vital constituent
services.

Americans suffer every time we try
to be penny-wise and pound-foolish.

0 1030

GET TOUGH WITH MILOSEVIC

(Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, this
is not the time for our Government to
disengage from Yugoslavia. Those who
want to build a new world order must
work to end the tragedy of Bosnia, not
run from the ongoing crisis there.

Slobodan Milosevic the last Marxist
strongman in Europe, is destroying
Bosnia the way he took apart Croatia.
His raw aggression has resulted in hun-
dreds of people killed, 600,000 refugees,
and shameful destruction.

We should coordinate our efforts with
our allies and do everything possible to
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isolate Milosevic and his regime both
politically and economically.

Our Government must continue to
work to exclude Serbia from the Con-
ference on Security and Cooperation in
Europe and other international institu-
tions. We should strongly encourage
other nations to deny recognition to
the new Serbian state.

We must work with our friends to
bring down the economic roof on Ser-
bia by imposing serious international
sanctions on that pariah state. We
should restrict Serbia’s access to its
assets, and suspend loan guarantees.

Perhaps it is time to answer the
Bosnian leader's pleas and send an
armed U.N. force to stop the massacre
of innocent people there. How will his-
tory judge us if we sit still while the
Serbian army ravages that republic?

Mr. Speaker, we have no choice but
to stay involved and get tough with
Milosevic.

TIME FOR THE BLAME GAME IS
OVER

(Mr. OBEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I am an-
nouncing to the House today my inten-
tion to begin organizing a society to
protect the name of our Founding Fa-
ther, George Washington.

I noticed that the White House has
been, for the last 12 years, blaming
Jimmy Carter for all of the country’'s
problems. They now, last week, blamed
Lyndon Johnson for the problems asso-
ciated with the Los Angeles riots, and
I am sure before the election campaign
is over, they will be finding fault with
Andy Jackson, Thomas Jefferson, and
George Washington. I think we prob-
ably need to start now organizing to
protect the reputation of those gentle-
men.

It also seems to me that we need to
face the fact that the time for the
blame game is over. If you want to
know why Los Angeles happened, it
happened, yes, because of a bad jury
verdict; yes, it happened because of
outright criminality; yes, it happened
because of racism. But it also happened
because this country, for the last 12
years or more, has seen the income of
regular people in this country steadily
decline, decline, decline.

Until we do something about eco-
nomic growth, we are going to see this
happen not just in Lios Angeles but in a
good many other places around the
country.

WE SHOULD NOT BE
FINGERPOINTING
(Mr. DREIER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)
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Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, a week ago today I stood in
this well in the wake of the Rodney
King verdict and said, among other
things, that I was somewhat embar-
ragsed to be a Representative from
southern California.

Well, by Saturday, I was very proud,
very proud because of a tremendous re-
building effort which started in south
central Los Angeles and the other
areas that were hit.

We have seen Peter Ueberroth, Rich-
ard Riordan, and volunteer citizens
from the San Gabriel Valley, the San
Fernando Valley, and, yes, the Simi
Valley come into south central Los An-
geles and work on this rebuilding.

The gentleman from Wisconsin has
just contended that what the President
said should not exist; we should not be
fingerpointing.

Yesterday afternoon the President,
before he left for Los Angeles, said that
we should not be pointing the finger.
We should come together to work to re-
build.

We want to see a successful resolu-
tion to all of these problems that exist,
and I congratulate those who worked
so diligently to begin making it hap-
pen.

THE OHIO FREE TRADE
AGREEMENT

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, the
Ohio free trade agreement would ex-
empt Ohio from all Federal regs, laws,
and taxes. Think about it. Ohio compa-
nies would have to pay no unemploy-
ment comp, no workmen's comp, no
OSHA, no EPA, no bank regulations,
no labor regulations, no minimum
wage, no Social Security, no IRS.
Think about it. Fat City in Ohio. Job
Heaven in Ohio.

Companies from Indiana, West Vir-
ginia, Michigan, will be speeding across
the border opening up manufacturing
plants in Ohio. That is right. You have
heard about NAFTA. I have submitted
OFTA, folks, Ohio free trade agree-
ment.

If you wonder why all of the jobs are
moving to Mexico, look at my bill, and
let me tell you something, Congress
had better wake up, because the Amer-
ican people want a job, and they do not
want to move to Mexico to get the
damn thing.

IN SUPPORT OF H.J. RES. 430, DES-
IGNATING MAY 4-10, 1992 PUBLIC
SERVICE RECOGNITION WEEK
(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1

minute and to revise and extend his re-

marks.)
Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, today, T am
pleased to have the opportunity to rec-

May 7, 1992

ognize the thousands of dedicated,
hard-working, Americans who unself-
ishly give of themselves in service to
their neighbors, their communities,
and their Nation—the men and women
who compose our Nation's public serv-
ice.

I sincerely believe that the American
public is privileged to be served by the
finest public servants in the world, and
this fact should be remembered every
day, not just during Public Service
Recognition Week. From sewers to
space shuttles, from sidewalks to sub-
ways, and from food inspection to bor-
der protection, public servants help
make America work. It is through
their efforts that we as citizens of this
great Nation have the opportunity to
enjoy and prosper from the protections,
services, and resources that public
servants provide.

Civil servants are the unsung heroes
who maintain the necessary daily serv-
ices that keep our Nation safe and
sound. Civil engineers, teachers, and
law enforcement personnel, just to
name a few, build our roads and
bridges, educate our children, and keep
our streets secure. In a broader sense,
public servants ensure our national se-
curity, provide relief to the needy, and
protect our fragile environment. With-
out these vital services, the economic
vitality of the United States would be
at risk.

In addition to vital day-to-day serv-
ices, public servants give U.S. industry
an edge in the increasingly competitive
global high technology marketplace.
Public servants provide the vital re-
search base for private industry to de-
velop and apply new technologies in
the areas of aerospace, environmental
protection, health care, and nuclear en-
ergy. As a result of their contributions,
American companies produce high
technology products that are the envy
of the world. Americans enjoy the mod-
ern conveniences of these spinoff tech-
nologies including lightweight metals
and fabrics, computers, fiber optics,
bar coding technology, and CAT scan
machines to detect cancer.

More importantly, however, public
servants play a vital role in ensuring
the future of America and the Amer-
ican way of life. The integrity of a na-
tion relies largely on the quality of its
public service. As we turn to focus on
the many challenges facing our cites
and towns, civil servants will be called
upon for leadership. It will take profes-
sionalism, creativity, and teamwork to
meet this Nation's needs in education,
housing, transportation, infrastruc-
ture, and the environment. In each of
these areas public employees will play
a major role. Without a quality civil
service, the basic democratic and con-
stitutional principles on which this Na-
tion was founded would begin to un-
ravel. I believe public servants are one
of our Nation's most valuable national
resources, and we must strive to ensure
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the United States is afforded a high
quality, high performance public work
force.

As a Representative of over 75,000
public employees, and a former Federal
worker myself, I am proud to be a co-
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 430
to designate the week of May 4-10, 1992,
as ““Public Service Recognition Week."
I believe it is important to raise aware-
ness about the many important civic
and national responsibilities associated
with public service. I am hopeful this
resolution, along with the many events
and expositions planned across the
country, will prompt citizens to reflect
on the many contributions made by
these individuals. I also hope that this
week’s festivities will generate interest
in public service as a career oppor-
tunity for people looking to make a
difference in their community and in
their Nation.

BRING JOBS BACK TO THE UNITED
STATES

(Mr. APPLEGATE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr. Speaker,
President Bush now wants to level
some more blame. The answers to the
L.A. problems: He says that all the
people want is a piece of the action.

Where has he been? His tax and trade
policies have encouraged the action to
leave the country for the very same
reason that my friend, the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT], just said,
Jobs and businesses are on their way
out of the country. But instead he
wants to blame the liberal policies of
the 1960’s.

Now, which ones does he want to
blame, problems helping the older
Americans, our young, our sick, our
poor, or the ones who want to get edu-
cated? Who is he kidding?

I think the President has to come out
of his ivory tower and come down to
see what the real world is all about and
show the leadership he was elected to
do.

The rich are getting richer, and the
rest are getting stuck with the blame.

Yes, a piece of the action is what it
is al]l about, my friends, but bring our
jobs back to the United States, and I
am sure that is going to solve a lot of
problems.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
TO NAME NEW FEDERAL COURT-
HOUSE IN RENO, NV, AFTER
LATE JUDGE BRUCE R. THOMP-
SON

(Mrs. VUCANOVICH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Speaker,
today I am introducing a bill to name
the new Federal courthouse and Fed-
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eral building in Reno, NV, after the
late Judge Bruce R. Thompson.

Judge Thompson, former senior U.S.
district judge, died on February 10,
1992. Nominated to the Federal bench
in 1963, Judge Thompson was appointed
by President John F. Kennedy to the
bench and assumed his duties on Au-
gust 30, 1963. Admitted to the Nevada
State Bar on October 2, 1936, he served
as president of the bar from 1955 to
1956.

Judge Thompson served as the only
active judge of the court in Reno until
he assumed senior status on August 31,
1978. After taking senior status, and
until the time of his death, Judge
Thompson continued to maintain a
civil caseload for the court.

The courthouse is currently in the
design phase, and with funds being ap-
propriated this year by Congress, con-
struction is scheduled to begin within
the year.

Judge Thompson, a lifelong resident
of Reno with strong family roots, was a
vital part of the legal and civic com-
munities in the area. The absence of
his presence is being sorely felt, and I
believe that this tribute to his memory
is most fitting.

THE PRESIDENT'S TRIP TO LOS
ANGELES

(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) .

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, this
morning the President is in Los Ange-
les for what I fear will be more of a
photo opportunity than a factfinding
mission.

It is regrettable that it took 58
deaths and millions of dollars of dam-
age to get our President to finally
focus on our cities.

In 4 years as President, George Bush
has never bothered to tour the urban
blight that lies a scant four blocks
from his door. He has never visited run-
down areas of my city, New York, to
see firsthand the impact of a decade of
neglect on America's cities.

Mr. Speaker, while simply throwing
money at problems will not solve the
cities' problems, neglect punctuated by
an occasional photo opportunity surely
will not either.

We have to give a hard look to edu-
cation, jobs, and, most of all, to the de-
terioration of family and see what the
solutions are. If the President thinks
the problems of the 1960's are to blame,
which programs would he have us re-
peal, and which ones would he put in
their place?

Mr. Speaker, 58 people had to die be-
fore George Bush noticed our dying
ecities. I only hope that his hindsight
interest will not fade when grass has
grown over their graves and the fires of
Li.A. stop smoldering.
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THE DEMOCRAT RESCISSION
PACKAGE

(Mr. ZELIFF asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ZELIFF. Mr. Speaker, the Demo-
cratic rescission bill is proof positive,
that we need individual votes on each
proposed budget cut, Mr. Speaker.

The President, following the law and
our House rules, proposed a large num-
ber of budget cutting rescissions. The
House leadership, following its usual
partisan political gamesmanship, will
not even let us vote on the individual
budget cuts, proposed by the President.
The Democratic leadership want us to
vote on a combined package of rescis-
sions, in a kind of take it or leave it
basis.

The great majority of the President’s
budget cuts make sense, and if the
Democratic leadership would let them
come to the floor, for individual votes,
I would vote for them. Likewise many
of the Democratic proposed rescissions
make sense, and if we could cast indi-
vidual votes on them, many would have
my support.

Unfortunately, the Democratic re-
scission package, instead of focusing on
pork barrel projects, continues their
usual political games, and includes a $4
million dollar cut in the vital low-in-
come home energy assistance program,
that is so important to helping reces-
sion ridden New England get through
each winter season. Let us have indi-
vidual votes on these budget cuts, Mr.
Speaker, so that we can separate the
pork from the prime programs that
have worked so well for so many in
need of our assistance.

e ————

INTRODUCTION OF
TELECOMMUTING ACT OF 1992

(Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend his remarks.)

Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland. Mr.
Speaker, yesterday, I introduced the
Telecommuting Act of 1992. This bill
will create an Office of Telecommuting
in NTIA, and will provide funding for
five telecommuting centers in the
greater Washington, DC, area.

Generally speaking, telecommuting
includes working out of the home or at
satellite telecommuting offices, using
computer modems, fax machines, tele-
phones, and other technologies to tie
the employee into his central place of
work.

The immediate benefits include re-
ductions in traffic congestion, fuel con-
sumption, and air pollution, while en-
hancing productivity, lowering operat-
ing costs, and allowing more time to be
spent with one's family.

Furthermore, the potential of tele-
communicating for rural America is



10584

staggering. By freeing the employee
from working at a single specified site,
and closing distances through tech-
nology, economic development is not
bound by conventional means. This
could breathe new life into rural Amer-
ica.

This bill is a necessary step in devel-
oping the use of telecommunicating lo-
cally and nationwide; it's an idea
whose time has come.

INTRODUCTION oFr BILL TO
AMEND ENDANGERED SPECIES
ACT

(Mr. CHANDLER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHANDLER. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introducing a bill to amend the
Endangered Species Act. The purpose is
to restore balance in this very impor-
tant law and to put people, families,
and communities, an equal footing
with our very legitimate concern for
the environment.

In the Pacific Northwest, we have
seen thousands of working people, men
and women, thrown out of their jobs
because of the Endangered Species Act.

There is potential for much more
hardship to come.

The Endangered Species Act is in-
flexible. It largely ignores economics.
It requires recovery efforts, even when
it does not make sense, and it has be-
come a tool for radicals.

My hill is balanced. It also includes
jobs and people in the equation. It is
flexible and it is based not on radical
notions of what we ought to do with
the environment, but rather on com-
mon-sense concern for plants, animals,
and people.

INTRODUCTION OF DEFENSE DI-
VERSIFICATION AND COMMUNITY
ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1992

(Mr. GOODLING asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, today, | am
introducing the Defense Diversification and
Community Adjustment Act of 1992 to help fa-
cilitate the diversification of defense-related
business and assist dislocated defense work-
ers. The changes in the former Soviet Union,
Eastern Europe, and throughout the world,
have forced Members of Congress and the
President to reevaluate where the lines on de-
fense spending will be drawn. There are Mem-
bers of Congress who believe that all of the
Defense moneys that we save should be
spent on domestic needs. They call this the
peace dividend. Frankly, | believe there is no
peace dividend for a worker who is handed a
pink slip because of a canceled contract or
closed plant.

Mr. Speaker, | believe we need to utilize
some of the projected savings to offset the
hardships that businesses and workers in-
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volved in defense production will experience.
This money would be better spent on these
businesses and workers now, not later. If we
continue to wait and address the need when
these workers are unemployed, the economic
and social costs will be extensive.

My legislation takes a two-track approach to
help businesses and workers. It would en-
hance the Pentagon's Office of Economic Ad-
justment by adding a new Assistant Secretary
of Defense to spearhead the defense conver-
sion process. My bill would also expand the
eligibility requirements of the Job Training
Partnership Act to assist in the retraining of
highly skilled defense workers.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation | introduced
today attempts to improve upon many pro-
grams which we already have in place. | be-
lieve this approach will be the most cost effec-
tive and also provide relief to dislocated work-
ers in a timely manner. We need to act now
to provide an effective response to any future
cuts in defense. We have to act responsibly
and constructively for our communities, our
businesses, and our workers to provide appro-
priate diversification and adjustment assist-
ance. | urge my colleagues to examine the is-
sues involved and to lend their support to this
urgently needed legislation.

REAPPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF AMER-
ICAN FOLKLIFE CENTER IN LI-
BRARY OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 4(b) of Public Law 94-
201, the Chair reappoints from private
life the following members to the
Board of Trustees of the American
Folklife Center in the Library of Con-
gress on the part of the House:

Mrs. Nina M. Archabal of St. Paul,
MN; and

Mrs. Judith McCulloh of Champaign,
IL.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 4990, RESCINDING CER-
TAIN BUDGET AUTHORITY

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 447 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 447

Resolved, That at any time after adoption
of this resolution the Speaker may, pursuant
to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4990) rescind-
ing certain budget authority, and for other
purposes, and the first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. All points of order
against the bill and against its consideration
are hereby waived. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and which
shall not exceed one hour, to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Appropriations, the bill shall be consid-
ered as having been read for amendment
under the five-minute rule. The amendment
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printed in part 1 of the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion shall be considered as having been
adopted. No amendment to the bill shall be
in order except the amendments printed in
part 2 of the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution. Said
amendments shall be considered in the order
and manner specified in the report of the
Committee on Rules, and shall be considered
as having been read. Each shall be debatable
for not to exceed thirty minutes, equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent and a
member opposed thereto. Said amendments
shall not be subject to amendment. All
points of order against the amendments
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules are hereby waived. If both amend-
ments in part 2 of the report of the Commit-
tee on Rules are adopted, only the latter
amendment which is adopted shall be consid-
ered as finally adopted and reported back to
the House. At the conclusion of the consider-
ation of the bill for amendment, the Com-
mittee shall rise and report the bill to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit which shall not contain instruc-
tions.

SEC. 2. The provisions of section 1017 of the
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 shall not
apply to a bill or joint reselution introduced
with respect to any special message trans-
mitted under section 1012 of that Act on
March 10, 1992, March 20, 1992, or April 8,
1992.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I would
respectfully make a point of order
against the resolution on the grounds
that it violates clause 4(b) of House
rule XI, and I ask to be heard on my
point of order.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York is recognized.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 447 provides in the last sen-
tence of section 1:
and the previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments there-
to to final passage without intervening mo-

tion except one motion to recommit
which——
And this is the point I wish to
make—

which shall not contain instructions.

Mr. Speaker, the language prohibit-
ing any instructions in the motion to
recommit clearly violates clause 4(b) of
House rule 11 which prohibits the Rules
Committee from reporting ‘‘any rule or
order which would prevent the motion
to recommit from being made as pro-
vided in clause 4 of rule 16" of the rules
that we live under in this House.

And clause 4 of rule 16 provides at the
relevant part that—

After the previous question shall have been
ordered on the passage of a bill or joint reso-
lution one motion to recommit shall be in
order, and the Speaker—you—shall give pref-
erence in recognition for such purpose to a
Member who is opposed to the bill or joint
resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I will not take your
time or the time of this House to re-
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count the detailed history of these two
rules and the precedents behind them. I
have previously given that to you and
to the Members of this House in the
form of a 48-page, documented histori-
cal report, which you have, so I will
not bother repeating it.

Suffice to say, prior to 1909, the
House already had a motion to recom-
mit, with or without instructions, con-
tained in at that time rule 17. Clauses
4 of rule 11 and 16 were added to the
rules by a minority party member, a
Democrat from New York, my State, to
give the minority a right to get a last
vote on its proposition through recom-
mittal instructions.

That is clear from the author of that
amendment to the rules and numerous
Speakers upholding that right in the
following years.

The key phrase in clause 4(b) of rule
XI is “‘as provided in clause 4 of rule
16,"" since what was being provided for
in that new rule was the right of the
minority to offer a final amendment in
the form of instructions.
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If the Speaker will consider logic
alone, for the majority to dictate in a
rule such as this what form the motion
to recommit should take—in this case
only a straight motion to recommit—is
to truly deny the opponent of the bill
recognized under the rule, a motion of
his or her choosing. This now becomes
a majority motion, and not a minority
motion.

And that is what is happening here
today.

When 1 previously raised similar
points of order, the Chair has referred
to a 1934 ruling of Speaker Rainey that
the Rules Committee need only allow
for a straight motion to recommit to
satisfy that rule.

And as I previously argued, Mr.
Speaker, and argue again today, that
ruling, and all subsequent rulings of
this and previous Speakers which re-
lied on it, were wrongly decided.

And any logical person would come
to that conclusion.

To limit the minority to a straight
motion to recommit, to deny it the
original intent of the rule, guts that
right and nullifies the original intent
of the rule. There is no longer a need
for two motions to recommit under our
rules.

It was my understanding that the
Speaker was at least willing to con-
sider that ruling and had agreed to
have the Rules Committee—that I
serve on—look into the matter further.
Ironically, that long-promised hearing
was held just yesterday, the very same
day that this rule, this unfair rule de-
priving the minority, was reported.
The Rules Committee has not yet is-
sued a final report on its study, and yet
here we are again today being denied
our traditional right to offer instruc-
tions. We are being disenfranchised.
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Mr. Speaker, instead of quoting
Speaker Gillett or any number of other
Speakers who have upheld our rights,
or your rights if you were in the minor-
ity, to offer instructions in the past,
let me close by quoting to you from
Thomas Jefferson in his Manual, which
is still a part of our rules. He said: “*So
far the maxim is certainly true and is
founded in good sense, that as it is al-
ways in the power of the majority, by
their numbers, to stop any improper
measures proposed on the part of their
opponents, the only weapons, the only
weapon by which the minority can de-
fend themselves against similar at-
tempts from those in power are the
forms and rules of proceedings which
have been adopted as they were found
necessary from time to time, and are
become the law of the House,” the law
of the House, ‘‘by a strict adherence to
which the weaker party can only be
protected from those irregularities and
abuses," and I will repeat those words,
‘‘be protected from those irregularities
and abuses which these forms were in-
tended to check,” and have been in-
tended to check for over 200 years in
this House, “‘and which the wantonness
of power is but too often apt to suggest
to large and successful majorities,”
which you have the privilege of having
101 more Members than we have on this
side.

Mr. Speaker, the rule before us strips
the minority of all of its rights and
does not allow us to offer even one
amendment which we had requested—
not in the Committee of the Whole and
not in the motion to recommit. This is
exactly the kind of example against
which Jefferson warned us in which the
minority has been stripped of the only
weapon and protections we have to de-
fend against attempts by those in
power, and I will repeat again, “irreg-
ularities and abuses,” which in recent
yvears seems to be the norm around
here and is one of the reasons I am
ashamed to say that this House is held
in such low esteem by the American
people. Ten percent approval or some-
thing like that in the latest polls.

If you take away this last ounce of
protection that the minority has under
our rules to offer even one amendment,
even one amendment through the mo-
tion to recommit, you have rendered us
helpless and you have rendered the
value of any rules in this House abso-
lutely meaningless.

Now, Mr. Speaker, you are the
Speaker of this House, you represent
the majority, and as you should be-
cause you are a Member of that party,
but you also have an obligation, a con-
stitutional obligation, to represent the
minority as well, and I strongly urge
you to take a courageous step, Mr.
Speaker—we have great respect for
you—and to rule in our favor under
this point of order. It means a lot to
the American people, and it certainly
means a lot to minority interests
around this country.
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Thank you, Mr. Speaker. I am sorry
to have taken so much time.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
be heard on the point of order.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. DERRICK].

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from New York makes the
point of order that the rule limits the
motion to recommit and, therefore, ac-
cording to the minority, the rule vio-
lates clause 4(b) of rule XI.

Mr. Speaker, I respectfully disagree.
Rule XI prohibits the Rules Committee
from reporting a rule that: “Would pre-
vent the motion to recommit from
being made as provided in clause 4 of
rule XVI."”

Clause 4 of rule XVI addresses the
simple motion to recommit a bill or
joint resolution and requires the
Speaker to give preference in recogni-
tion to a Member of the minority who
is opposed to the measure. Nowhere are
instructions mentioned.

The Rules Committee, therefore, may
report a rule that limits but does not
prohibit the motion to recommit—
without violating clause 4(b) of rule XI.

Mr. Speaker, so long as a simple mo-
tion to recommit can be offered, a rule
does not ‘‘prevent the motion to re-
commit from being made as provided in
clause 4 of rule XVI.” This is a well-es-
tablished parliamentary point since
Speaker Rainey's decision in 1934.

In fact, Mr. Speaker, the parliamen-
tary point was reaffirmed by recent
rulings of the Chair on October 16, 1990,
on June 4, 1991, on November 25, 1991,
and on February 26, 1992, On those oc-
casions certain Members sought to ap-
peal the ruling of the Chair. The House
then voted, on each occasion, to sus-
tain the ruling by tabling the appeal.
The House thereby strengthened the
precedents in this interpretation of the
rule.

Without an intervening change in the
rule, there can be no gquestion of the in-
terpretation. Mr. Speaker, the prece-
dents are clear and unequivocal. More-
over, the House has spoken on several
recent occasions to reaffirm this posi-
tion. I urge the point of order be over-
ruled.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, might I
be heard in rebuttal?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York is recognized.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, without
taking up a great deal of the commit-
tee's time, Mr. BUTLER DERRICK of
South Carolina has really made the ar-
gument that I made, that, yes, those
decisions were made, they were unjust
at the time, and certainly we have the
right to turn it around the same as our
U.S. Supreme Court has that right, and
we ought to do it here today. I would
urge you to rule in favor of our point of
order, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, the
precedents are clear, dating from 1934,
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from Speaker Rainey on forward, in a
number of decisions that were made by
this House in the last 2 years. There-
fore, I would implore that the Speaker
overrule.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to
rule.

The Chair notes that the gentleman
from New York has pointed out that
there have been repeated objections to
rules which have not contained, as a
matter of right, a motion to recommit
with instructions, that the matter has
been undertaken for review by the
Committee on Rules, that a hearing
has been held but a final study or re-
port from the Committee on Rules has
not yet been concluded.

Because of the pendency of such a re-
view, but because of the lack of any
other conclusion thereon which might
recommend against the existing line of
precedents, the Chair is constrained to
rule, as he has ruled before, that under
the precedents of October 16, 1990, and
February 26, 1992, both of which the
gentleman correctly points out stem
from a precedent of January 11, 1934, by
Speaker Rainey, the Chair is con-
strained to overrule the point of order.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, you
know of the great respect I have for
you, and I am always constrained to
ever appeal the ruling of the Chair be-
cause I personally think that you do
try to be fair.

But, Mr. Speaker, this is unfair. We
certainly are being deprived of our op-
portunity to even have a substitute of
our own choosing, and because of that
I just respectfully have to appeal the
ruling of the Chair.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. SOLOMON] appeals the
ruling of the Chair.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move
to table the appeal of the ruling of the
Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to table the appeal of the
ruling of the Chair offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. DER-
RICK].

The question was taken, and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a guorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 253, nays

161, not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 109]

YEAS—253

Abercrombie Andrews (N.J) Aspin
Ackerman Andrews (TX) Atkins
Alexander Annunzio Bacchus
Anderson Anthony Barnard
Andrews (ME) Applegate Beilenson

Bennett
Berman
Bevill
Bilbray
Blackwell
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brooks
Browder
Brown
Bruce
Bryant
Bustamante
Campbell (CO)
Cardin
Carper

Carr

Chapman
Clay
Clement
Coleman (TX)
Collins (MI)
Condit
Conyers
Cooper
Costello
Cox (IL)
Coyne
Cramer
Darden

de la Garza
DeFazio
DeLauro
Dellams
Derrick
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Donnelly
Dooley
Dorgan (ND)
Downey
Durbin
Dwyer
Dymally
Early
Eckart
Edwards (CA)
Edwards (TX)
Engel
English
Erdreich
Espy
Evans
Fascell
Fazio
Foglietta
Ford (MI)
Ford (TN)
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gaydos
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Geren
Gibbons
Glickman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Guarini
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Harris
Hatcher
Hayes (1L)
Hayes (LA)
Hefner

Allard
Allen
Archer
Armey
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett
Barton
Bateman
Bentley
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Billley

Hertel Payne (VA)
Hoagland Pease
Hochhrueckner Pelosi
Horn Penny
Hoyer Perkins
Hubbard Peterson (FL)
Huckaby Peterson (MN)
Hughes Plckett
Hutto Pickle
Jacobs Poshard
Jefferson Price
Jenkins Rahall
Johnson (8D) Rangel
Johnston Ray
Jones (GA) Reed
Jones (NC) Richardeon
Jontz Roe .
Kanjorski Roem
Kaptur Rose
Kennedy Rostenkowskl
Kennelly Rowland
Kildee Royhal
Kleczka Sabo
Kopetski Sanders
Kostmayer Sangmeister
LaFalce Sarpalius
1 ¥

Sawyer
e Scheuer
Laughtin Schroeder
Lehman (CA) Betwmiar
Levin (MI) Soreano
Lewls (GA) Sty
Lipinski Sikorski
Lloyd Slsisky
Long Skaggs
Lowey (NY) s
Luken Slattery
Manton Slaughter
Uadtion Smith (FL)
Mattines Smith (IA)
Matsul g::_m
Mavroules
Mazzoli Staggers
McCloskey Stallings
McCurdy Stark
McDermott Stenholm
e Sk
McMillen (MD) £
McNulty Swett
Mfume e
Miller (CA) Y,
Mineta Talton
Moy Taylor(MS)
Moody Thomas (GA)
Moran gomwn

rres
ﬁm Torricelll
Murtha Towns
Nagle Apcioant
Natcher Traxleir
Neal (MA) el
Neal (NC) ook
Nowak Visclosky
Oakar Volkmer
Oberstar Washington
Obey Waxman
Olin Welss
Olver Wheat
Ortiz Whitten
Orton Williams
Owens (NY) Wilson
Owens (UT) Wiae
Pallone Moy
Panetta Wyden
Parker Yates
Patterson
Payne (NJ)
NAYS—161

Boehlert Cox (CA)
Boehner Crane
Broomfield Cunningham
Bunning Davis
Burton DeLay
Callahan Dickinson
Camp Doolittle
Chandler Dornan (CA)
Clinger Drefer
Coble Duncan
Coleman (MO) Edwards (OK)
Combest Emerson
Coughlin Ewing
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Fawell Lent Roberts
Fields Lewis (CA) Rogers
Fish Lewls (FL) Rohrabacher
Franks (CT) Lightfoot Ros-Lehtinen
Gallegly Livingston Roth
Gallo Lowery (CA) Roukema
Gekas Machtley Santorum
Gllchrest Marlenee Saxton
Gillmor Martin Schaefer
Gilman MecCandless Schifr
Gingrich McCollum Schulze
Goodling McCrery Sensenbrenner
Goss McDade Shaw
Gradison McEwen Shays
Grandy McGrath Shuster
Green McMillan (NC) Skeen
Gunderson Meyers Smith (N.J)
Hammerschmidt  Michel Smith (OR)
Hancock Miller (OH) Smith (TX)
Hansen Molinari Snowe
Hastert Moorhead Solomon
Hefley Morella Spence
Henry Morrison Stearns
Herger Myers Stump
Hobson Nichols Sundquist
Hopkins Nussle Taylor (NC)
Horton Oxley Thomas (CA)
Houghton Packard Thomas (WY)
Hunter Paxon Upton
Hyde Petri Vander Jagt
Inhofe Porter Vueanovich
Ireland Pursell Walker
James Quillen Walsh
Johnson (CT) Ramstad Weldon
Johnson (TX) Ravenel Wolf
Kasich Regula Wylle
Klug Rhodes Young (AK)
Kolbe Ridge Young (FL)
Kyl Riggs Zellfr
Lagomarsino Rinaldo Zimmer
Leach Ritter
NOT VOTING—20
AuCoin Flake Pastor
Boxer Holloway Ruosso
Byron Kolter Valentine
Campbell (CA) Lehman (FL) Waters
Collins (IL) Levine (CA) Weber
Dannemeyer Miller (WA) Yatron
Felghan Moakley
0O 1123
The Clerk announced the following
pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. Pastor for, with Mr. Holloway against.

Mrs. Collins of Illinois for, with Mr. Miller
of Washington against.

Mr. OLIN changed his vote from
unayu tO nyea.n

So the motion to table the appeal of
the ruling of the Chair was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] is recognized
for 1 hour.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 447 is a modified rule-mak-
ing in order the consideration of H.R.
4990, a bill to rescind certain budget
authority for fiscal year 1992. The rule
provides for 1 hour of general debate
equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority mem-



May 7, 1992

ber of the Appropriations Committee.
The rule waives all points of order
against the bill and against its consid-
eration.

The rule incorporates an amendment
reported from the Appropriations Com-
mittee. This amendment approves the
President’s April 8 rescission proposal
rescinding $144,000 for the Office of the
Federal Inspector for the Alaska Natu-
ral Gas Transportation System.

The rule makes in order two amend-
ments printed in part 2 of the report of
the Committee on Rules. Each amend-
ment is debatable for 30 minutes,
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and Member opposed, and is
not subject to amendment. The rule
waives all points of order against the
amendments and provides that they
will be considered under a ‘‘king-of-
the-hill”’ procedure. Under king-of-the-
hill, if more than one amendment in
the nature of a substitute is adopted,
only the last such amendment adopted
shall be considered as finally adopted
and reported back to the House.

The rule also provides for one motion
to recommit without instructions. Fi-
nally the rule provides that section
1017 of the Impoundment Control Act
of 1974 shall not apply to a bill or joint
resolution introduced with respect to
any special message transmitted under
section 1012 of that act of March 10,
March 20, or April 8, 1992.

Mr. Speaker, this rule will allow the
House to consider H.R. 4990, a bill to
rescind certain budget authority for
fiscal year 1992. On March 10, March 20,
and April 8 the President submitted to
Congress a total of 99 individual rescis-
sion messages proposing to reduce fis-
cal year 1992 budget authority by $5.662
billion.

On April 29 the Appropriations Com-
mittee reported a rescission bill taking
into consideration the President’s pro-
posals as well as numerous proposals
developed by Members of the House.

It has generally been the practice of
the Appropriations Committee to ad-
dress rescissions in its annual appro-
priations or supplemental appropria-
tions bills rather than reporting single
purpose rescission bills. In this case,
however, the committee decided the
current situation justified the report-
ing of a rescission bill.

H.R. 4990 would rescind $5.804 billion
in 1992 budget authority, which is $142
million more than the President pro-
posed. Of the $5.804 billion rescinded by
H.R. 4990, §2.57 billion was proposed, in
whole or in part, by the President. The
bill rescinds $123 million in foreign af-
fairs appropriations as well as $20 mil-
lion from the legislative branch.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 447 is
a carefully crafted rule that will speed
consideration of this important rescis-
sion legislation. I urge my colleagues
to support the rule and the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as [ may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I hope my colleagues
back in their offices, as well as the
press, listen up. I have seen some bla-
tantly partisan slam-dunk rules here in
this Chamber over the last 14 years,
but this one shatters the backboard.
This is a disgrace. Not since 1981 has
the majority stooped to such chicanery
as is evidenced by this rule.

My colleagues will recall that in 1981,
in the debate on the reconciliation bill,
the Democrat leadership and their min-
ions on the Committee on Rules wrote
the minority substitute for the minor-
ity by picking and choosing from those
various amendments the minority had
actually requested. On that occasion
this House had the good sense to defeat
the previous question and adopt a fair
rule. Forty good Democrats came over
and voted against that unfairness, re-
member? Many of those Members are
still here.

Today we have the exact same situa-
tion. The minority is not being allowed
even one amendment which we re-
quested, not one. As a matter of fact,
not even one Democrat is being allowed
any amendment that was requested.
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Instead, the majority has written a
substitute for someone who is not spec-
ified in the report to accompany this
resolution that sets up some kind of
king-of-the-hill procedure between the
Appropriations Committee bill as one
substitute and one substitute offering
the President’s rescissions. In other
words, we cannot vote on both of them
together, only separately.

I would repeat for the benefit of my
colleagues back in their offices that
nobody on our side of the aisle or from
the bipartisan ‘‘pork busters' group,
made up of Democrats and Repub-
licans, even asked for such a sub-
stitute. Instead, the requests made in
the Rules Committee were to add fur-
ther rescission amendments to the
committee bill, not to substitute any-
thing for it.

My colleagues, if those amendments
had been allowed to be offered, the
House would have a change to vote for
$12.2 billion in rescissions instead of
being confronted with voting for either
a $5.8 billion committee substitute or a
$5.7 billion substitute offered by an
anonymous Member.

In the Rules Committee, we offered
amendments to this rule to implement
the requests of our leadership and to
implement the requests of the biparti-
san pork busters group. Every one of
those motions was defeated, Mr. Speak-
er, on a party line vote.

I really wish Members would listen
carefully to this because it really is a
disgrace. We offered an open rule to
allow any and all germane amend-
ments. That is the process called for
under the Budget Act for Presidential
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rescission bills. The Democrats voted
to disenfranchise every single Member
of this House and the 250 million Amer-
icans they represent. The Democrats
voted to disregard the Budget Act's
amendment procedures and to totally
disregard the rules of this House.

Second, we offered a motion to delete
the provision in section 2 of this rule
that removes the expedited consider-
ation of each of the President’s rescis-
sion bills. Preserving that right is im-
portant if we are to give conferees on
this bill some kind of an incentive to
reach an agreement on a bill that the
President can sign. Once again, the
Democrats voted to violate this impor-
tant provision of the Congressional
Budget and Impoundment Control Act.
They voted to violate the law and to
violate the rules of this House.

Third, we moved to make in order
the bipartisan pork busters amendment
to add both the $5.4 billion in Presi-
dential rescissions and $1.3 billion in
rescissions from the pork busters bill
to the committee bill, for a total sav-
ings of $12.2 billion. The Democrats on
the Rules Committee voted to deny the
House a chance to more than double
the savings and reduce the deficit by
that amount.

Do Members know what happened?
Six Democrats, only six Democrats,
after having turned off the lights on C-
SPAN, shutting them off the air and
kicking out the broadcast news media,
voted in the dark to gag the other 429
Members of this House, preventing
them from voting on these key issues
that mean so much to the American
people. That is right. That is what six
Democrats did to the other 429 of us,
including 260 or so of the Speaker's
Members.

Fourth, we moved to allow the offer-
ing of an amendment to add $1.5 billion
from the pork busters bill to the com-
mittee bill. Now what is so unreason-
able about that? But the same six
Democrats in the same darkness
blocked that amendment from reach-
ing the floor for a vote. We are not
going to vote on it today because we
cannot.

Fifth, we moved to make in order the
$5.4 billion from the President’s rescis-
sion packages that were not included
in the committee bill. What do Mem-
bers think happened? I am ashamed to
even stand up here and say this, but
these same six Democrats in the same
blackout blocked any consideration of
that vote. So Members cannot even
represent their people back home.

Sixth and seventh, we moved to
make in order two amendments that I
filed with the committee for the second
time this year, amendments to give the
President of the United States of
America line item veto rescission au-
thority either on a permanent basis or
as a pilot program for the coming 1993
budget. Both of these amendments
were shot down in flames as well. By
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whom? The same six Democrats who
are afraid to let Members vote for the
line-item veto on this floor because we
all know what would happen. The
American people want it, and this
House would pass it, but six Democrats
will not let it come to the floor.

Eighth, we moved to make in order
amendments by Representative CAR-
PER, a Democrat, and CHARLIE STEN-
HOLM, a Democrat, to provide for expe-
dited rescission procedures for the next
2 years, similar in concept to my line-
item veto but watered down consider-
ably. Still it is a strong step in the
right direction. That Democrat amend-
ment was rejected. By whom? The
same six Democrats who are gagging
the House.

Mr. Speaker, given this sequence of
events, I know why the Rules Commit-
tee Democrats on Tuesday and again
yesterday voted to deny my motions to
televise our committee deliberations
on this bill. They do not want the
American people to see just how rotten
things have gotten around here with
this blatant demonstration of how the
arrogance of power has corrupted this
House.

The majority who runs this House
still do not get it. They do not yet real-
ize, despite all of the scandals that are
taking place that have brought down
contempt on this institution, just how
bad things have become because of
their 38-year control of this institu-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, anyone who pulls this
kind of a stunt and votes for this rule
does not deserve to be called a Demo-
crat by a big D or a small d.

Mr. Speaker, I would ask my col-
leagues of both parties to step back for
a minute, take a hard, objective look
at this rule and do what is right. Do
what is fair for the House and fair for
the American people. Do what is right
for the sake of fiscal sanity and respon-
sibility around here. Let us at least
give the House a chance to vote on
these spending cuts, to vote individ-
ually on them, and to stand up and be
counted.

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to de-
feat the previous question so that we
can make in order an amendment by
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FaA-
WELL], the cochairman of the ‘“‘pork
busters'’ task force, and the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY], a Demo-
crat, the cochairman of the same task
force. Their amendment was properly
filed with the Rules Committee and
was requested in testimony before us
vesterday. That amendment would
eliminate this king-of-the-hill subter-
fuge nonsense in which the Democrats
control all of the kings and their
pawns, the American people. This rule
is unconscionable. It is irresponsible on
the part of this body.

And, Mr. Speaker, I want my col-
leagues to make no mistake about it.
The previous question vote is a clear
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vote on whether Members want to at
least give the House an opportunity to
double the savings. Let me read this
handout to Members. **Vote no on the
previous question to allow an amend-
ment to double the bill's savings and
reduce the deficit.”” That is what Mem-
bers are going to be voting on here in
about 20 minutes. Put in those terms,
my colleagues, as we face a $400 billion
deficit, I think the choice is absolutely
clear. We have got to vote down the
previous question, and Members have
to give this House a chance to work its
will.

We are all good people. We have to
stand up and be counted.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume so
that I might address a question to the
gentleman from New York. I do not
know the answer because I was not a
part of the meeting. But it was my un-
derstanding, at least it was told to me
that the gentleman from New York
[Mr. SOLOMON] as a part of the leader-
ship meeting from his party and our
party, was given the opportunity to
have a motion to recommit with in-
structions, and he turned that down. I
have heard that, and I was just wonder-
ing if that was correct.

Mr. SOLOMON. If the gentleman will
yield, absolutely not. I am a part of the
leadership committee, and nothing of
what you have mentioned was offered
to us.

Mr. DERRICK. In the negotiating
sessions between both parties? I am
glad for the answer and thank the gen-
tleman for answering the question.

Mr. Speaker, for purposes of debate
only, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, we
have heard about the Magnificent
Seven. Now we hear about the Maraud-
ing Six.

I am going to support the rule, and I
am going to support the Democrat ver-
sion of the cuts for the following rea-
son, and I am going to talk about con-
science: President Bush would cut Pen-
tagon procurement $3.8 billion. Presi-
dent Bush would cut the Seawolf sub-
marines $2.7 billion. He would also cut
R&D $7.5 million, military construc-
tion $136 million.
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President Bush would not stop there.
He would cut domestic programs $721
million including $596 million for hous-
ing, $24 million for the National Park
Service, $25 million from health serv-
ices; he would cut NASA, he would cut
EPA.

Ladies and gentlemen, the President
of the United States is prepared to cut
everything from toilet paper to sub-
marines in America, but there is not
one penny of cuts in foreign aid. There
is not one dime in the President’'s cuts
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for international economic assistance
or international military financing or
international education and training.
All of the cuts are for America.

Let me say this to the Members of
Congress: If you do not stand here
today with the Democrat version, then
you should either retire or be defeated,
because the country does not need
those Members. Let me tell you, there
is no wonder why there are fires in Los
Angeles. Every city in America is
going to be on fire, because people are
getting tired of seeing the money go
overseas and then cutting the opportu-
nities for the American people and the
American worker.

Let me say this: There can be no life,
liberty, and pursuit of happiness with-
out a damn job, and this is another ex-
ample of it, folks. Whack out America,
but do not touch those sacred cows
overseas. I think that says it all.

I appreciate the time.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
PENNY].

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule and the underlying
appropriations rescission measure,
H.R. 4990. This bill rescinds—cancels—
over $56.8 billion in previously appro-
priated fiscal year 1992 spending. This
is nearly $142 million more than rec-
ommended by the President. Of the
amount rescinded by the bill, $4.95 bil-
lion is from military spending ac-
counts, $123.8 million is from inter-
national affairs accounts, and $734 mil-
lion is from domestic discretionary
programs.

I commend the Appropriations Com-
mittee for their product, which is a
solid step toward reducing the Federal
budget deficit. Some of us would have
preferred a larger rescission package
and were prepared to offer amendments
to H.R. 4990 to cancel additional fiscal
year 1992 appropriations, but those
amendments were not made in order.
While I am disappointed that the Rules
Committee would not grant an open
rule allowing my amendments to be of-
fered, we clearly are casting today one
of the most important deficit reduction
votes of the year.

The rule does allow a vote on the
President’s March 10, March 20, and
April 8 rescission proposals. It is only
fair that the President be allowed a
floor vote on these measures.

For the last 2 fiscal years, Congress-
man HARRIS FAWELL and I have spent
countless days pouring over appropria-
tions bills, attempting to identify and
then disclose wasteful spending
projects. The product of that work has
been 2 pork busters bills. This year’s
pork busters’ effort, H.R. 4315, would
rescind spending for 640 projects total-
ing over $1.5 billion. Many of those
projects, colleagues, were in both
President Bush's rescission messages
and the reported committee bill cur-
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rently before the House. And I cer-
tainly have every expectation that ad-
ditional rescissions will be presented to
the House in the coming weeks for
floor votes. I have been assured by the
leadership that on one of the next re-
scission bills we will have an oppor-
tunity to offer, as an amendment, our
pork buster proposals. The President,
for his part, has indicated he will con-
tinue to send rescissions to the Con-
gress, and the Appropriations Commit-
tee, to their credit, will consider those
and present their recommendations to
the House. While some would prefer a
different process, I favor any process
that results in the elimination of un-
necessary and wasteful Federal spend-
ing.

And let’s not kid ourselves, our defi-
cit problem is only getting worse. The
1992 deficit is estimated to exceed $416
billion; the national debt will top $4.080
trillion next year.

What does that kind of debt mean? A
$4 trillion-plus debt means that every
American owes some financier some-
where in the world $16,063, and just the
interest on the 1992 deficit will add an
additional $1,159 to the per-capita debt
burden of every American. This level of
debt means a smaller pool of potential
wealth for future generations, and it
means, simply, that our children and
grandchildren will not enjoy the same
standard of living we do today.

Fundamentally, the deficit is a moral
question. It is my view that we should
use the opportunity provided by H.R.
4990—and any other that may come
along in the next few months—to re-
duce the Nation's dependence on bor-
rowed money.

I again commend the Appropriations
Committee for their good work and
urge support for H.R. 4990.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, we have
just heard from one of the cochairs of
the pork busters task force.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL],
the other member of this committee
who has done yeoman work on trying
to get spending under control in this
House.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I am
very much disappointed with this rule
because, after months of bipartisan
work by the pork busters group, every
additional eut which the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] just re-
ferred to in that spending which the
pork busters, in working with the ad-
ministration, had tried to add to the
appropriation rescission package was
just summarily turned down by the
Committee on Rules.

Our key amendment which we had
worked on for so very long would add
$6.6 billion for consideration on the
floor of this House. Nobody can guaran-
tee what the House might do, but we
just asked for the consideration of the
$6.6 billion in spending cuts to be added
to the $5.8 billion in spending cuts by
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the Committee on Appropriations in
what I felt was a good-faith effort by
the Committee on Appropriations.
That would be $12.4 billion in reduced
low-priority spending.

Those additional cuts represent the
balance of $5.3 billion in Presidential
spending rescissions for March 10 and
March 20 and April 9 that we presented
to the Committee on Rules which were
not included in the appropriation bill
rescissions, and we included $1.3 billion
in spending rescissions contained in
the pork busters rescission bill of
1992—H.R. 4315. These additional spend-
ing cuts would have made the total
spending rescissions to be considered
today, as I have indicated, $12.4 billion
in what is being presented to us in H.R.
4990, rather than the $5.8 billion of re-
scissions contained in that bill.

But the House is denied the right to
even consider adding such spending
cuts, and I do not understand that. We
should be working toward bipartisan-
ship, working together on this tremen-
dously important question of debt and
deficit.

The rule violates, too, the Budget
Act of 1974 by killing the President’s
line-item-rescission right, and every
Member’s right in this body to rise and
sponsor and cosponsor these rescission
bills and to offer a privileged motion
with only one-fifth of the Members vot-
ing for it. That is all killed and obliter-
ated.

The President's part that he has to
play, statutorily guaranteed to him, is
just done away with. Once again, Con-
gress says, “*“We do not have to abide by
the laws we pass. We can just ignore
them anytime that we want to.”’

Thus, you know, we are going to be
voting today on whether or not we
want $120,000 for studying the disposal
of animal manure, $200,000 for Vidalia
onion research. I could go on and on
and on.

I support the Committee on Appro-
priations bill, as I said, as a first step
toward cutting spending, but it seems
to me the Committee on Rules does not
want to support anything other than
what the appropriators have passed
upon.

And this is so important: This should
not be an either/or choice between $7.9
billion in Presidential rescissions and
$5.8 billion in Committee on Appropria-
tions rescissions.

The pork busters did not ask for this
kind of a choice. The membership of
this House did not ask for this kind of
a choice, nor did the administration
ask for this choice.
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The pork busters’ view is that they
do not in fact basically object to what
the Appropriations Committee has sug-
gested and given to them, nor do the
taxpayers of this country ask for that
kind of a ‘‘Sophie’s choice’”. They do
not want partisan wrangling. They
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want bipartisan agreement on cutting
as much unnecessary spending as is
possible, and that is precisely what we
sought in in offering our bipartisan
package of $12.4 billion in cuts to be
considered.

No, only the leadership of the major-
ity and its official arm, the Rules Com-
mittee, and not many of them were
there to listen to our story which was
blanked out from TV coverage, dic-
tated this slick “Sophie’s choice” of
the twin rescissions of the President
and of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee.

Take your pick, the majority’s
choice of $5.8 billion in rescissions, or
slightly less than that were the Presi-
dent’s March 10, March 20 and April 8
rescissions, and only those, because if
you added more, the President’s rescis-
sions would have been greater than the
Appropriations Committee rescissions,
and heavens, we do not want that. You
have to take one or the other; but of
course, you cannot take both.

I mean, this is like a mother having
to decide which twin she has to give
up.

We ought to be working together. We
ought to be complementing each other
for this kind of rescission.

In addition, under this rule, with a
king of the Hill arrangement, a Mem-
ber can get credit for voting for both of
these twin rescissions presented by the
President and the Appropriations Com-
mittee, secure in the knowledge that
the *“Sophie’s choice” provision com-
bined with a *“king of the Hill" provi-
sion will kill the President’s spending
cuts. The President does not have any
chance whatsoever. I think that kind
of Machiavellian talents which the
Rules Committee is exhibiting is not
wise.

Whatever the Rules Committee is, it
certainly does not lack Machiavellian
talents, when anyone outside the Ap-
propriations Committee messes around
with spending cuts. That is only for the
Appropriations Committee.

Make no mistake about it. Anyone
who votes for this rule is voting
against the House having a chance—a
chance to add $6.6 billion of spending
cuts to what the Appropriations Com-
mittee has suggested. It is that simple.
We do not even have a motion to re-
commit, for instance, where we could
take these three amendments and we
could have that as the question being
submitted to the committee. We can-
not even do that.

The tax groups in this country are
looking at this vote on this rule. It is
the only significant vote we have be-
fore us today in regard to these rescis-
sion packages.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes
to the distinguished gentleman from
California [Mr. FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I agree with
the gentleman who spoke before me, in
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the sense that I think this is the most
important vote we will take today. I
am very pleased to support this rule,
because I think it has been fashioned in
a way that makes very clear the stark
contrast in the way we go about han-
dling rescissions.

There really is an untold story in
this area. Many people focus all their
attention in terms of cutting spending
in the Federal sector on the discre-
tionary appropriations, usually domes-
tic appropriations, which are handled
by the Appropriations Committee. I
think we all know that to do this is to
not look in the right places.

When I came to Congress 14 years
ago, 28 percent of our budget was
consumed with those annual discre-
tionary appropriations. Today it is 14
percent.

Domestic appropriations have not
been contributing to the problems of
deficit spending and the additional bur-
geoning debt of this country. In fact, it
is the only area of the budget that has
been held in check. Part of the reason
for that is that the response to the re-
scission package which you see here
today is consistent with those that
have been rendered to those submitted
to us since the impoundment of Presi-
dent Nixon was countermanded by the
enactment of the Budget Procedures
Act back in 1974.

Since 1981, when President Reagan
was elected, and we more clearly fo-
cused on this area of debate between
the executive and the legislative
branch, Congress has rescinded $54.7
billion, more than the amounts re-
quested by Presidents Reagan and
Bush.

This year we have in this first of
probably three rescission packages ex-
ceeded the request of the administra-
tion by $142 million according to the
GAO.

I say we will be back to this floor an-
other time or two, because additional
rescission messages have been or will
be sent up.

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
PENNY] alluded to the fact that his
group, the so-called pork busters
group, will have a number of proposals
made to the committee and we will
consider them in the context of mark-
ing up the next and probably still the
third round of budget reductions
through the rescission process, and
that is as it should be; but the Congress
should set priorities in spending as
long as it is responsible enough to deal
with the general need that we can
agree with the executive about, and
that is to reduce spending wherever we
can find waste, wherever we can find
unworthy projects.

You know, the Congress has been
typified as the big spenders, the root of
all fiscal evil. The fact is very, very
different. Since 1945, the end of the
Second World War, during the entire
cold war period, Congress actually ap-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

propriated $188 billion less than what
was requested by the 10 Presidents who
served during that period. We did not
exceed the Executive's requests. We
were short of them.

During the last 12 years, we come in
below the requests of Presidents
Reagan and Bush.

The Congress has done its job and it
continues to do it here today. I hope we
will adopt the rule and pass this rescis-
sion and prepare to study further to
find additional savings that we will be
required to make before the end of this
session.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, with all due respect to
the gentleman in the well who just
spoke, and I have great respect for him,
let me just read what a nonpartisan
group thinks about what Congress has
done with these rescissions. This is
what the Citizens for a Sound Econ-
omy, a very respected think tank, says:

Over the recent past, the record of Con-
gress' fiscal responsibility has continued to
sag. In the last five years Congress has ap-
proved only 0.01 percent of all rescissions
submitted, which represents about a half
inch gain on a hundred yard football field.

Now, you can say what you want, I
can say what I want. This is a non-
partisan group speaking the truth.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from  Minnesota [Mr.
RAMSTAD].

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to the rule.

The American people are sick and
tired of politics as usual in Washing-
ton. At every town meeting I have
held, and I have held a number of them
lately, people ask me, “When will Con-
gress get serious about cutting unnec-
essary Government spending?”

I ask you the same question. When
will this body get serious about cutting
unnecessary Government spending?

Congress has sown the seeds for eco-
nomic disaster in this country by
spending over $3 trillion it does not
have. As a result, we are paying nearly
$300 billion on interest on the debt
alone, destroying American jobs and
destroying American competitiveness.

Peter Grace, the very respected
chairman of the Grace Commission and
founder of Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste, predicts that by the year
2000, Federal interest payments alone
will consume all Federal income tax
revenues. In other words, our children
and our grandchildren will be paying
off tomorrow what Congress spends
today.

So I ask you, when will Congress get
serious about cutting unnecessary Gov-
ernment spending? How many more
jobs must be lost before Congress
passes a balanced budget amendment?
How many dollars need to be squan-
dered before Congress gives the Presi-
dent the line-item veto? How much
longer must the American people wait
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before Congress gets serious about cut-
ting Government waste?

As Senator RUDMAN said recently,
“*We don’t have much time left.”

The clock is ticking. It is time Con-
gress cuts the pork. It is time Congress
listens to the pork busters and at least
considers the $12.2 billion in proposed
rescissions.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the Members to
vote for fiscal responsibility. Vote
against this rule.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes
to the distinguished gentleman from
Texas [Mr. STENHOLM].

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, today
I am going to quietly oppose this rule.
I say quietly because I commend the
Appropriations Committee for the job
that they have done on this rule, but
all of us know we have not gone far
enough.

I, too, appeared before the Rules
Committee and would have liked very
much to have seen the modified rescis-
sion order process considered on the
floor today. I am disappointed that it
is not.

But, Mr. Speaker, I do believe that
this House should and will consider in
the regular legislative process this pro-
cedure.

Just as the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. PENNY] spoke a moment
ago, we all know that we are going to
be back on this floor within a few
weeks with some other additional very
tough decisions.
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The pork busters have got a good
idea. I commend the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] and the gen-
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] for
the ideas and hard work they have put
in to send a message to this body and
through this body to the people that
business as usual is not going to be tol-
erated.

You know, I get a little impatient
sometimes with the criticisms that
those of us who support the balanced-
budget amendment are receiving from
certain quarters, and I will quote the
Washington Post that criticizes this as
a gimmick. It is not a gimmick, it is
not a gimmick. It is interesting that
the same Washington Post, when we
had the firewalls vote in here, which
was a first step toward meaningful,
tough decisions, they editorialized
against that too.

You know, we have got some other
tough decisions. I take this time on
this rule, hopefully, to gain the support
of a majority of my colleagues on both
sides of the House when we consider
committee funding; please do not bring
a rule to this House that calls for an
increase in funding for this branch of
the Government because if you do, I
will not quietly oppose it, and I believe
the overwhelming majority of the
Members of this body will not quietly



May 7, 1992

oppose it. And when we begin to look
at the budget conference that we are
going into today, and the conferees
were appointed, please let us under-
stand, colleagues, that in this body
this budget that we passed we call for
a b-percent cut from freeze in the legis-
lative and executive branches of Gov-
ernment. The Senate called for a 25-
percent cut. In the spirit of com-
promise, somewhere in between would
be a good, solid, loud statement for
this body to make to the American
people that we are serious and that we
are about to make some of those tough
decisions.

So, today I quietly will vote against
this rule, but I am saying this, 1 be-
lieve, on behalf of a large number of
my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle, that we understand business as
usunal is over. We have a $4 trillion
debt, $400 billion this year, $352 billion
next year. The balanced-budget amend-
ment, constitutional amendment is a
serious effort, and I hope that we will
start today by passing this rescission
and immediately set in stage those
other necessary rescissions, including
those day-to-day rescissions, like legis-
lative funding, like the budget con-
ference, and some of the other tough
decisions that we are going to have to
make to show that we truly are seri-

ous.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, how
much time remains?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] has 144 min-
utes remaining, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. SoLOMON] has 12 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Delaware [Mr.
CARPER].

Mr. CARPER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I regret that I am un-
able to vote for this rule today. And as
Mr. STENHOLM, I will gquietly oppose it.

I am pleased that we will have the
opportunity to vote on the rescissions
presented to us by the appropriations
bill, rather the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I think for the most part they
have done a very good job.

I am pleased we will have the oppor-
tunity to vote up or down on the rescis-
sions proposed by the administration
as well. I think that is how the process
should work. I think when the Presi-
dent offers a rescission, a package of
rescissions, we should have to vote on
them.

In the last Congress, a number of us,
Representative JOHNSON of South Da-
kota, Representative PATTERSON of
South Carolina, the gentleman from
Kansas, Mr. GLICKMAN, several of our
Republican colleagues, Mr. ARMEY and
Mrs. Martin, worked together to try to
craft some change in the way that we
approach the matter of rescissions. We
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had hoped to offer today an amend-
ment that would incorporate some-
what, I think, our modest but, I think
good, changes to the rescission process.

Here is basically how we think the
process should work: We would like to
take a 2-year test drive, something like
enhanced or expedited rescission
power, some call it statutory line item
veto power. But it is just for 2 years. In
the 103d Congress, 1993 and 1994, when
the President signs an appropriation
bill, he would send or could send a mes-
sage to the Congress outlining the re-
scissions he would like to make, the
cuts in that appropriation bill, to be
introduced as legislation here, to af-
firm or approve those rescissions. We
in the House of Representatives would
have 10 days to vote on it, 10 days of
continuous session to actually vote on
that measure. We could vote it down,
we could vote it down with a simple
majority vote. But we would have to
vote on it.

If you pass it and it goes to the Sen-
ate, then they would have, again,
roughly 10 days to consider it. If they
vote it down—they could vote it down,
but they would have to consider it.

We tried to target in our proposal the
major thrust of rescissions on unau-
thorized programs. To the extent that
the President wants to rescind funding
for programs that are not authorized,
he would not be restricted. He could re-
scind up to 100 percent of funding for
unauthorized programs.

To the extent that programs are fully
authorized, the President could take
the funding down to the freeze level
that prevailed for the previous year.
For newly authorized programs the
President, under our proposal, could re-
scind up to 25 percent of the appro-
priated amount.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CARPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Fa-
WELL].

Mr. FAWELL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, 1 simply want to com-
mend the gentleman for the work that
he is doing because I think it is efforts
such as he is pioneering in regard to
enhanced Presidential rescission power
that will enable us all to get the job
done, and we all so very much want to
make some types of gains in regard to
the tremendous debt and deficit.

So I simply want to commend the
gentleman for his ideas and the con-
cepts that he is espousing.

Mr. CARPER. I thank the gentleman.
I regret we were unable to vote on the
amendment Mr, PENNY was prepared to
offer today. But it is my hope and ex-
pectation that we will have a chance to
revisit that when we do address the
issue of rescissions down the line.

Let me just close by saying one of
my complaints or discomforts with to-
day’s vote is we are lumping together

10591

Seawolf submarines with section 8
housing. I would much prefer for us to
be able to go appropriation bill by ap-
propriation bill, and that would be part
of our proposed changes.

My hope is that the next rescission
that does come to the floor, that we
will have the opportunity to consider
as well the sorts of reforms we are
working on on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume be-
fore I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. Let
me point out to the gentleman for
whom I have great respect, the gen-
tleman from Delaware, that if we de-
feat the previous question we will have
the opportunity to vote individually on
each one of these appropriation mat-
ters. That is the way the House ought
to work.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I certainly rise in support of the idea
of defeating the previous question.
Also, if that is not done and the rule is
not amended, we should defeat the
rule, because, Mr. Speaker, to para-
phrase the poet, ““Oh, what tangled web
we weave when our objective is to de-
ceive.” That is what this rule is really
all about.

This rule is about deceiving the
American public into believing that we
are doing something serious about cut-
ting spending. That is why the Com-
mittee on Rules could not debate this
issue in front of the TV cameras. The
deception would have become all too
apparent to the American people if
they had actually had to go before the
TV cameras and show the American
people exactly what was going on and
tell the American people what was ex-
actly going on.

Now, the fact is that at least there
are some Democrats who are willing to
quietly recognize that the deception is
contained in this rule. They know that
the rule is designed to deceive the pub-
lic. They know that the rule is de-
signed to evade the law. They know
that there is no credible defense for
what this rule proposes to do.

I only wish that, instead of being
quiet about it, they would shout from
the rooftops about it because the fact
is that we are going to need a coalition
of people who are willing to stand up
and be counted if we are going to get
the budget deficits under control.

The Committee on Rules is not going
to cooperate with anything that really
cuts spending. They are showing us
this time after time. The Rules Com-
mittee is in the control of the leader-
ship of this House, and they are going
to try to continue to spend every dime
they can get their hands on. And when
they cannot get their hands on any
more money, they are willing to spend
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deficit money and they are willing to
spend $400 billion in deficits, they are
willing to add to the $3 trillion debt.
They are willing to have it go to a $4
trillion debt. And they are showing us
that they are willing to do that in this
rule today.

We ought to be mad, we ought to be
shouting from the rooftops. We ought
to be saying that this rule is unaccept-
able. We ought to be saying this rule
should be turned down flatly. We ought
to get on with the business of really
cutting spending. Cut the spending the
Appropriations Committee wants to
cut, and then add the President’s cuts
to it.

The fact is what this rule does is de-
nies us the opportunity to do that. We
ought to get serious about cutting
spending. We ought not go through
these games of deception. I am sick and
tired of rules coming to this floor that
are simply designed to evade the rules,
evade the law and to ultimately keep
the American people from seeing real
spending cuts.

Let us get mad, let us vote down this
rule.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 2 minutes
to the gentleman from South Dakota
[Mr. JOHNSON].

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule. And I want to thank the Commit-
tee on Appropriations for their hard
work on these rescissions whereby the
House is going to be voting on $142 mil-
lion more rescissions than what Presi-
dent Bush submitted. So the Congress
has different priorities clearly than
what President Bush submitted, but
that is part of the give and take of our
democratic process.

I think we can hold our heads high.
In fact, in cutting the budget $142 mil-
lion more than was requested by Presi-
dent Bush and in fact I think over a pe-
riod of time since 1974 Congress has re-
scinded around $2 billion more than has
been requested by Presidents over that
period of time. So I think those are the
figures. But I do want to go on, if I may
finish my statement and if I have time
remaining, I will certainly yield to the
gentleman.

But I think what we are in need of,
however, is modifications in institu-
tional mechanisms for dealing with re-
scissions. That is one of my key con-
cerns and why I come to the floor
today.

I have joined with the gentleman
from Delaware [Mr. CARPER], the gen-
tlewoman from South Carolina [Mrs.
PATTERSON] and others in promoting
an enhanced line item rescission idea.

0O 1210
Mr. Speaker, I oppose a line item
veto. A two-thirds majority to override

would simply grant enormous priority-
making power to the executive branch,
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would allow the executive to virtually
extort votes from Members of the
House. But, on the other hand, I think
that there is unjustified spending that
goes on in the House, and we need a
mechanism that allows more account-
ability, that automatically requires a
vote from Members of Congress, and
that is what our rescission legislation
would do. It does not shift the balance
of power between legislative and execu-
tive, does not change the balance that
the founders of this Republic envi-
sioned, but yet, at the same time,
would require every Member of Con-
gress to go home and say, ‘““Yes, I voted
for this,” or, “‘I voted against this.”
They cannot go home with the excuse,
*“Well, this legislation, this spending,
was in a larger bill that had to pass.”

Mr. Speaker, this would require more
accountability, and I think that that is
a fair and reasonable reform, I think it
is something to get at individual
spending items.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr, Speaker, in
yielding 1 minute to the gentleman
from California [Mr. PACKARD], I will
say to the gentleman from South Da-
kota [Mr. JOHNSON] that we offered his
and the gentleman from Delaware's
[Mr. CARPER] amendment, in the Rules
Committee. It lost by a party line vote
of 6 to 4. I wish it could have been on
the floor, it was a step in the right di-
rection.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California [Mr. PACK-

ARD].

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my strong opposition to the
rule and to urge my colleagues to vote
against it.

I support the proposed cuts in the Ap-
propriations Committee’s bill, H.R.
4990. This bill singles out prime cuts of
pork. My colleagues who are members
of the bipartisan coalition ‘‘congres-
sional pork busters,” announced their
support of this bill. The administration
also indicated support for this bill.

As you know, the rule governs the
way this House considers legislation. It
was our intent to cut pork from the
Federal budget. I believe this is not
only an admirable intention, it is a
necessary one: We face a $400 billion
dollar deficit this year. However, this
rule skewers this admirable intention
and stifles free and open debate in this
House. The Rules Committee has de-
nied us any amendments.

Instead, this rule forces us to con-
sider the President’s $5.4 billion rescis-
sion package as a substitute. By mak-
ing these rescissions a substitute to
the bill, the rule ensures defeat of the
amendment and defeat of the addi-
tional savings in the budget. It also de-
nies the porkbusters the opportunity
to bring their $1.3 billion in savings be-
fore the House for a vote.

The rule denies our intention to add
our cuts to those cuts in H.R. 4990. And
who ultimately loses when we are de-
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nied the chance to cut pork from the
budget? The American people.

I urge my colleagues to vote no on
the rule.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 1 minute
to the gentlewoman from South Caro-
lina [Mrs. PATTERSON].

Mrs. PATTERSON. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. DERRICK] yielding this
time to me.

I would like to thank the leadership
for allowing us the vote on rescission
today. I think it is an important vote.
But I regret that our amendment for
the enhanced rescission of line item
veto authority was not given, and, for
that reason, I will vote against the
rule.

Let me just say to the Members of
Congress and to those people who
might be listening today; Since coming
to Congress I have done all that I can
to deal with the deficit. I have taken
some tough votes to restrain spending
to deal with that deficit. I've also had
a bill introduced into each Congress
since I've been here to reform the proc-
ess. One of the sections of that bill
calls for the enhanced line item veto
rescission. I think it's something we
must do, and do quickly, or this deficit
is going to continue to grow. I won't
have the opportunity today because my
amendment, and the amendment of the
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. CAR-
PER], the gentleman from South Da-
kota [Mr. JoOHNSON], the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM], is not a
part of this rule. But believe me. I will
be back on this floor with that bill
every opportunity I get because I think
it’s an important process that we must
deal with as we deal with budget re-
form.

Mr. SOLOMON, Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the renowned pork buster,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BUR-
TON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from New
York [Mr. SorLoMmoON] for yielding this
time to me.

I ask my colleagues, ““Do you ever
wonder why the American people think
we're unethical and slick politicians
around here?'' Well, today we have a
perfect example. The President sent us
a list of $5.7 billion in pork barrel
spending cuts and asked us to vote on
them. The people on the Committee on
Appropriations did not want these
cuts, so they cane up with cuts of their
own. Well, that is OK. The more, the
better, because spending is out of con-
trol.

However, Mr. Speaker, they will not
allow the President’'s cuts to have a
chance. Now how do they do this? They
use a ruse procedure called king of the
Hill, which means simply that the big
spenders can vote. They can vote in
favor of the President's cuts so they
look good back home. But then, right
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after that, they vote on another spend-
ing cut bill or amendment which re-
scinds the previous vote. They know
full well when they vote for the $5.7 bil-
lion in spending cuts that the Presi-
dent, proposes that it will be overridden
by their next vote. So, they can vote
for both of them, and go home and say,
“I voted for all this pork busting,”
when in fact they know darn well they
did not vote for the $5.7 billion the
President just sent up here.

Is it any wonder the American people
do not trust us because we use proce-
dures like this, because we use ruses
like this? We have a $400 billion deficit
staring us in the face this year, a $4
trillion national debt, $350 billion in in-
terest, and we continue to do this kind
of gamesmanship up here.

This has got to end. We have to set
priorities on spending. If we do not, our
kids are going to have a terrible future,
and it is going to be our fault.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes
to the distinguished gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. DERRICK] for yielding this time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise, obviously, in sup-
port of the rule. The rule provides a
procedure whereby we can in fact re-
spond to the suggestions of the Presi-
dent as the legislative process was
meant to work, and that is to say that
we consider his proposals. In fact, in
this instance we adopt a large number
of his proposals. The Ilegislature,
through the Committee on Appropria-
tions, then added to that and, in fact,
exceeded the President’s request. The
gentleman from California [Mr. FAZIO],
one of the chairmen of the Subcommit-
tees on Appropriations, has put to-
gether from the GAO report an excel-
lent analysis of our response to re-
quests for rescissions where in fact
over the years, since 1974, the Congress
of the United States, acting respon-
sibly and in its effort to keep contained
Government spending, has rescinded
more collectively than the Presidents
have asked and in fact, of course, has
rescinded more than President Bush
and President Reagan have asked for.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
talked about the light of day. My col-
leagues know full well that this is nib-
bling at the margins at best, at very
best. What is the problem as it relates
to deficits annually and the national
debt? The problem is that the Presi-
dent has not led. The President has
submitted fiscal programs to this Con-
gress, and we put them on the floor, my
colleagues, in 1985, 1986, 1987, 1988 and
this year. And on the President’'s side
of the aisle, he got, in 1985, one vote for
his plan for overall spending in Amer-
ica, fiscal priorities. We did not do it in
1986. In 1987 he got 12 votes from his
side of the aisle; in 1988, 27; and this
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yvear, approximately one-fourth of the
Members of his party.

This is nibbling at the margins. The
fact of the matter is the President is
elected to lead this country and has
not placed before the Congress of the
United States a viable budgetary pro-
gram, fiscal policies that his own party
would support.

Now those are the figures. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON]
can rise and be outraged, but he cannot
deny the numbers of his own party who
supported the President’s fiscal pro-

Now I happen to believe that the gen-
tleman from Delaware [Mr. CARPER],
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. STEN-
HOLM], the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. DERRICK], and others are
making positive contributions, and we
are going to address those, and we
ought to address those because this na-
tional debt and annual operating defi-
cit will destroy our country and econ-
omy if we do not. But it is not on this
bill or on these marginal, minuscule
proposals that have been postured on
as being meaningful.
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The fiscal program and the lack of
leadership has been why we are where
we are today, and the numbers clearly
reflect that every time the President’s
budget has been on this floor for sup-
port or lack of support by his own
party.

In fact, of course, President Bush’s
first budget, the ranking member of
the Committee on the Budget, after
having said he was going to offer it, re-
fused to offer it.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, in all
my years on this floor, I have never
heard a more inaccurate statement.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from California [Mr. Cox].

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COX of California. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, 1 thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I simply wanted to point out an error
in two of the speeches that were made
on the other side of the aisle; inadvert-
ently, I am sure.

They said that the Presidential re-
scissions were less than the rescissions
of the appropriating committee. That
is just not true.

The President has submitted $7.9 bil-
lion worth of rescissions, but what the
Committee on Rules does is to chop off
the $2.2 billion of rescissions of April 9.
They took the April 8 one, put a magic
line, because, of course, they did not
want anyone to say that the President
is rescinding more than the Committee
on Appropriations.

I just wanted to make that very, very
clear.

I also want, to make it clear that in
regard to the initiating rescissions by
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the Congress, that since 1974, the Presi-
dent has requested $63 billion worth of
rescissions. Congress has responded
with $19 billion. An awful lot of what
they responded with was rescissions of
spending that would not take place
anyway. They continued to protect
their pork, you see.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Speaker,
reclaiming my time, responding briefly
to the remarks of my colleague from
California, who has made the case that
Congress has year after year behaved
responsibly, we are going to have a $400
billion deficit this year. That is not re-
sponsible. Ignorance is not truth; war
is not peace, and Congress has not been
behaving responsibly.

I urge a ‘‘no’ vote on this coverup
rule. I urge it, among other things, in
my capacity as cochairman of the con-
gressional Grace caucus. I have just re-
ceived a letter from the president of
the Council for Citizens Against Gov-
ernment Waste, and they are going to
make this vote on the coverup rule a
key vote in their ratings.

I call this the coverup rule because
its purpose is to prevent separate votes
on the individual rescission proposals
made by the President, despite the
clear requirement of the law. This rule
is going to lump all of the President’s
proposed cuts together, subtract some,
put in others the Congress wants and
generally obfuscate.

In other words, the purpose of the
coverup rule is to permit Congress to
perpetuate its gross, flaccid, and waste-
ful deficit spending. It is to permit
Congress to protect the privileges and
prerogatives of the ruling class that
has spent so much of our tax money in
secret and without votes, and it is
going to allow the Congress to hide the
dirty secrets of this fraternity of ill-re-
pute, this animal house of runaway
overdrawn checkbooks.

It is going to permit the Washington,
DC, bureaucracy and, yes, this Con-
gress to continue to grow fat while
American’s savings, investment in jobs
continue to grow lean.

I said the law requires separate
votes. The law we are talking about is
title II of the United States Code, sec-
tion 688. The rule permits one-fifth of
the Members to demand individual
votes. Section 2 of this rule purports to
waive the law. That law governs the
rights not only of this Congress but of
the President.

It will not work. It is illegal. Con-
gress is breaking the law. Let us not
take this institution further into disre-
pute.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
that the words of the gentleman be
taken down earlier. Could we review
the gentleman’s words earlier.

He seemed to cast some disparity
among this House that is absolutely
out of context and out of order. Would
the gentleman’'s words be taken down?
I would like to review the words. I did
not hear them all.
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand regular order. I think this is in
line, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNULTY). The Chair rules that the de-
mand is too late and the gentleman's
time has expired.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida [Mr. Goss].

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in very
strong opposition because the rule
turns this debate from how much and
where to cut to who is going to get the
credit. And it misses the opportunity
for us to save $7 billion of identified
waste.

Mr. Speaker, when | heard reports yester-
day that the Rules Committee majority prohib-
ited C-SPAN cameras from showing the
American people the committee’s delibera-
tions, | was puzzled as to why, without warn-
ing, the Rules Committee was changing the
rules. After seeing what the Rules Committee
reported on this bill yesterday, | now know
why they were so eager to keep the American
people from seeing their work.

If you were still unsure about why the Amer-
ican people have so little faith in this House
and believe that Congress is more interested
in political gamesmanship than in economic
common sense, just look at this rule. It's text-
book congressional maneuvering, heavy-hand-
ed and bitingly partisan, and the American
people will again be the losers.

The Rules Committee was presented with
four amendments by the bipartisan pork bust-
ers group of which | am a member. Three of
the amendments proposed additional rescis-
sions—spending cuts over and above what
the Appropriations Committee suggested, and
the fourth enhanced the rescission process to
pave the way for additional spending cuts.
Please don’t misunderstand—| do commend
the Appropriations Committee on its rescission
package, but | have to ask “Why stop there?”
The cuts proposed by the President and the
pork busters group were serious attempts to
further reduce unnecessary Federal spending.
However, the rules makes none of these
amendments in order.

If these amendments had been allowed,
Congress could be voting today on a total re-
scission package of over $12 billion—not
enough to drastically reduce the budget deficit,
but certainly a bigger step in that direction
than the program we actually have on the
floor. Only those rescissions offered by the
Appropriations Committee are permitted under
today's rule, with the President’s rescissions
relegated to substitute status. Mr. Chairman,
cutting spending shouldn't be an either/or
proposition. If the projects aren't necessary,
they should be cut. Only in Washington does
it seem to matter whether cutting vidalian
onion storage or prickly pear research is the
President’s idea or one that originated with the
Congress.

It appears that the majority has been suc-
cessful in turning this debate away from how
much and where to cut to who will get credit
for the cuts. It doesn’t matter to the American
people where the cuts originate. They see a
$400 billion deficit and rightfully demand ac-
tion. What they are getting instead is more po-
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litical bologna and yet another example of a
Congress more interested in image than sub-
stance.

| strongly urge my colleagues to vote down
this rule.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

I simply wanted to respond to some
of the responses that we heard from the
other side. We have had waved around
reports of various so-called bipartisan
organizations that portend more infor-
mation than the General Accounting
Office has.

The GAO says that since 1974, when
this particular Budget Act was enacted
into law, we have evidence that shows
that Congress has rescinded $63 billion,
which is $1.6 billion more than the var-
ious Presidents have proposed. There is
no question about that. It is on the
record.

We do not include those that have
been submitted this year, which are
being acted on as we speak and will be
acted on during the next few weeks.

After all, the President has sent sev-
eral messages to Congress, and we will
have to deal with all of them in time.
This is only the first of several.

It is fair to say that in this bill we
have actually $142 million more than
the President has proposed in his
March 10, 20, and April 8 rescission
messages. So we are doing the job we
have been asked to do, despite all the
attempts to obfuscate.

There is no questions about it, and
the GAO has confirmed it, not some or-
ganization that has no basis in fact,
that has a partisan agenda to imple-
ment.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FAZIO. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I know
that the gentleman is a man of good
will, and the only point I wanted to
bring out, and I think I heard the gen-
tleman correctly, is that no one dis-
putes the fact that Congress goes ahead
and initiates a lot of rescissions on
their own. Many times it is part of the
appropriations process.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, it is hardly
noticed. It is hardly debated on this
floor.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, what
we are pointing out here is that when
the President tries to play his part,
most, a high, high percentage of what
he requests, is simply killed, ignored.
And the Congress goes ahead and
makes what rescissions they want to
make.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, we have not
ignored it. We have not always agreed
to it. That is the traditional tension
between both branches of Government.
We set spending priorities and they
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rarely deviate in any fundamental way
from the executive branch, only in the
detail.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to attest and put my name
with the comments of the gentleman
from California [Mr. Cox]. He said it
exactly like it is.

This rule is an attempt to deceive the
American people.

My friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. Fazio] said that we would
like to look at unworthy spending
projects, and we agreed. But if we
block the good and the bad in one, it is
an attempt to hide and deceive.

Democrats will go home and say, “I
tried to cut spending,”’ when they know
it is total deception.

We spent 8 hours the other day look-
ing at whether we are going to separate
our bank accounts and make them visi-
ble. We can spend 8 hours on individual
cutting.

My friend, the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TRAFICANT] talked about how we
blocked foreign aid, and there is no
cuts in foreign aid. That is wrong also,
because we blocked those countries of
giving aid, that does the United States
benefit, and lump them in with the
ones that are bad and that are political
votes. That is also wrong, just like this
rule.

We need to support and vote for indi-
vidual items. Do not deceive the Amer-
ican public.
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Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. ALLEN], someone we are going to
miss very much.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this rule, and if the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] is
sincere in realizing we need reform,
this whole debate here on this rule is
an example of why we need a constitu-
tional amendment to require a bal-
anced budget and to clearly give to the
President the power that 43 Governors
have, which is the line-item veto.

I have introduced a measure, House
Resolution 447, which would clearly do
that. I would ask the gentleman from
Maryland to sign on as a cosponsor.

The vote on this rule is clearly a vote
to waste an additional $56 billion on
projects such as disposal of animal ma-
nure studies. I like Vidalia onions, but
the producers of those can pay for the
study of storage. We do not need re-
search on prickly pear cactus. We do
not need to spend $1% million for a the-
ater in New York City. These and
many projects which were part of the
President's rescission proposal are not
in the committee bill. We are avoiding
a straight up or down vote.

I would hope we would oppose this
House rule, require a balanced budget
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and a line-item veto, so we will avoid
these sorts of charades being per-
petrated on the American taxpayers in
the future.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
DERRICK] only has one closing speaker,
then I yield the balance of the time to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DREIER], a distinguished member of the
Committee on Rules, to close out our
side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia is recognized for up 2 minutes.

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, as I listened to the remarks of
the distinguished chairman of the
Democratic caucus, the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], he re-
ferred to the fact that this was
nickeling at the margin, and I could
not help but bring to mind that famous
old line from the Senator from Illinois,
Everett Dirksen, who said, “$1 billion
here, $1 billion there, and before long
you are talking about real money.”” So
I think we should take the bold step
that is necessary here.

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. HAN-
COCK].

Mr. HANCOCK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

I am thoroughly confused, as I am
sure the American people are, Mr.
Speaker. A gquestion: Is it not true that
for the past 38 years under the Demo-
crat-controlled Congress that we had
mandated spending programs which
give the President no alternative but
to ask for that money?

How do we propose to go about ever
balancing the budget when the people
that are screaming the loudest for the
balancing of the budget, they want to
balance the budget, from the President,
but they never vote for budget de-
creases. They vote for more mandated
spending, and then they criticize the
President for not coming up with a bal-
anced budget.

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr.
Speaker, reclaiming my time, the gen-
tleman makes a very good point. What
we have done is, we have seen these
kinds of programs imposed on the exec-
utive branch and then we criticize
them for spending.

Let me say that we have another or-
ganization which is clearly bipartisan,
not partisan, the National Taxpayers
Union, which has criticized as many
Members on this side of the aisle as
they have on the other side of the aisle.
This vote is going to be a test vote by
the National Taxpayers Union.

Mr. Speaker, it is apparent that this
is in fact a gag rule. It is a closed rule
which is preventing us from having the
opportunity to bring about the kinds of
cuts which the President wants. If we
had had C-SPAN upstairs in the Com-
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mittee on Rues, the American people
could see clearly what the majority is
trying to do to us here. Tragically,
they were shut out.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a no vote on the
previous question so we can allow an
amendment to double the bill's savings
and reduce the deficit.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I just want
to make the point that the answer to
the gentleman's question of what the
President has to send down is no, the
President is not mandated. The Presi-
dent can send down any budget pro-
posal he determines to be appropriate,
and notwithstanding the fact that for
the last 12 years the Presidents have
said they are for a balanced budget,
they have not sent one.

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I am
sure those on the floor, and certainly
those watching this out in TV land
must be thoroughly disgusted.

The rule that we have before us al-
lows us to consider legislation that will
save the American taxpayers almost $6
billion.

There are obviously different ways to
go about saving this money.

In fairness, the Committee on Rules
has made the President’s rescission
proposal in order so everyone will have
an opportunity to decide, whether Re-
publican or Democrat, how we want to
save this money. But the thing that
must remain uppermost in our minds is
that we are going to save almost $6 bil-
lion of the American taxpayers' money.
That is a tremendous achievement.

We can debate whether it was Presi-
dent Reagan’s fault, President Bush's
fault, or who else’s fault it might have
been. The fact of the matter is that we
have a deficit in this country that is
entirely too large. Although the Presi-
dent chose to blame the situation in
Los Angeles on the policies of the
Democratic administrations of the
1960’s, I want to tell our brothers and
sisters across the Hall that we are not
going to blame the current recession
on Herbert Hoover.

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong opposition to the weakening rule under
which the House must consider important and
needed cuts in Federal spending.

| represent taxpayers who do not want to
spend their hard-earned money on manure
disposal in Michigan or onion storage in Geor-
gia. My constituents do not want to buy local
parking garages in Kentucky or arts and crafts
centers in Florida.

| believe, and my constituents believe, that
their Federal taxes should be spent on
projects that are good for all Americans. My
constituents’ taxes should not be spent for
other peorle's pet projects.

This rule is designed to weaken our efforts
to curb the deficit. This rule will protect over
$6.6 billion in pet work projects, including the
ones | mentioned, from being added to the
committee bill.

10595

Clearly and simply, a vote for this rule is a
vote for pork barrel spending at its worst.

| urge my colleagues to oppose this weak-
ening rule and join me in fighting for stronger
deficit reduction.

Mr. MCEWEN. Mr. Speaker, the liberal
Democrat majority in this House has hit rock
bottom, and the American people need to
know just how sad things have gotten here in
Congress after nearly five decades of one-
party domination. }

Yes, in order to save programs of vital na-
tional interest such as: A $120,000 study of
the disposal of animal manure; $200,000 for
Vidalia onion storage; $100,000 for mesquite
and prickly pear research; $2.5 million to ex-
pand an arts center in Florida; $1 million to
build a parking garage in Kentucky; the Demo-
crat House leadership is willing to violate the
1974 Budget and Impoundment Act, and fla-
grantly abuse the rights of every House Mem-
ber.

This rule is just another example of the dis-
graceful procedural gymnastics that the liberal
Democrat leadership must undertake in order
to achieve their intended results. The liberal
Democrat leadership, founded on big govern-
ment, high taxes, pork-barrel special projects,
and the economic stagnation that they cause,
wastes the taxpayer's money while passing
the blame to everyone else.

Facing a budget deficit of nearly $400 bil-
lion, the President exercised his rights under
the 1974 Budget Act and asked Congress to
approve $5.7 billion in rescissions. In other
words, he requested that $5.7 bilion be
trimmed from the Federal deficit.

Section 1017 of the 1974 Budget Act, the
law of the land, a law this House should live
by, permits the President’s rescission requests
to be brought to the House floor under special
procedures. This rule, in the sad tradition of
the liberal Democrat leadership, waives that
law. Once again, Congress exempts itself from
the little fiscal discipline that Federal budget
laws embody.

In the spirit of fiscal responsibility that was
initiated by the President's rescission re-
quests, the Appropriations Committee came
up with a list of cuts of their own. As is their
heritage, they found even more money to cut
than the President. They have a bill that cuts
$5.8 billion—and | applaud that effort.

With a $400 billion deficit, that's $5.8 billion
less that our children will be responsible for.

This should have been a great day for the
House. If the House operated in a way that
even approximated a fair democratic body, we
would vote, up or down, on the appropriator's
cuts. We would vote, up or down, to add the
cuts that the President requested, but with
which the appropriators did not agree. In the
spirit of fiscal responsibility, we should even
vote, up or down, on the additional cuts that
the pork buster coalition has identified and re-
quested.

But, of course, if we voted on each of those
cuts, we might save more money than the lib-
eral leadership would like. Therefore, using
their absolute control over the Rules Commit-
tee, they crafted a rule to minimize the budget
cuts.

They put together a rule that protects as
many of these wasteful projects as possible,
but will let the Democrat leadership come to
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the floor and talk about how much they sup- Dorgan (ND) imwﬂ g::d
port fiscal responsibility. Their rule says we poreY i, AR
can make the President’s cuts, or the commit- pyyer Lehman (CA) Roe
tee's cuts, but never both. And by the way, Dymally Levin (MD) Roemer
i Early Lewis (GA) Rose
don't even think ;about the pork pusters cuts. A Lipinekd Rostankowakt
Those leadership words about fiscal respon-  gjuaws (ca) Lioyd Rowland
sibility, about cutting more than the President, gdwards (TX) Long Roybal
ring hollow in the face of reality. E:gfslsn on;w (NY) :.!z‘;?
¥ uken
Today's charade is a classic example of Tt Machtley Sanders
why this House, run by the Democrats for five gy Manton Sangmelster
decades, does not work. This rule, like nearly Evans Markey g;mllus
every rule that comes out of the Rules Com- Fascell Martinez bhin
& : g 4 Sa
mittee these days, is crafted to maximize polit- g;f;im s el
ical benefits for the Democrat leadership, and  gogiietta Mazzoli Schroeder
minimize benefits for our Nation. Ford (MI) McCloskey ggmer
The liberal leadership has their majority Ford g;{“ :gﬂwﬂ{m i
lined up to protect onion and manure re- im'“k, ©1 Mc“l:ugh Sikorski
search. They have some cuts to offer, be- Frost McMillen (MD)  Sisisky
cause the President pushed them into a cor- Gaydos McNulty g::g"n
ner, and forced them to offer some cuts—but g:;‘]ll”:r’;'i"t" ﬂ{;‘]’e’l'_ﬂm Al Slattery
nothing more than the minimum. Geran Mineta Slaughter
Defeating this rule is the only vote that mat-  Gibbons Mink g:::: ::'},’
ters today. Defeating the rule will permit the G n n
Gonzalez Montgomery Solnrs
House to vote on more program cuts. Some . oo Moody Spratt
additional cuts may pass, some may fail, but guarini Moran g:ﬂ:m
for once this House would do its job, rather Hall (OH) Mrazek e ity
h its ibili Hall (TX) Murphy
than pass on its responsibility. Hailibon Nbithe Stokes
Mr. Speaker, | only hope that the press and  yappig Nagle Studds
the American people see this exercise for Hatcher Natcher g:f[“‘
what it really is, another effort by the liberal gg:: i{fﬁ, :::;] ::“al Hynar
House leadership to avoid fiscal responsibility, . or Nowak Tallon
save special pork projects, abuse House rules, Hertel Oakar '1‘“"“'9“
and the law of the land, to confuse the issues Hoagland Oberstar Tﬂ’“’m: (M)
enough to avoid responsibility for their actions, Hochbrueckner  Obey Thomas (GA)
Vote “no” on this rule. Hoyer Olver Thornton
Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I yield Hubbard ortiz gmm
back the balance of my time, and I g"ckh::-\' gﬁ::sm?) TOwns
move the previous question. H:fw Owens (UT) Traficant
The previous question was ordered. Jefferson Pallone m&
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The jﬁ:ﬁlm o 1‘:&“;"-3 Vento
question is on ordering the previous joMSeRiC  DREEEr Visclosky
question. Johnston Payne (NJ) Nolkm
The question was taken; and the Jones(GA) Payne (VA) Walsh
Jones (NC) Pease Washington
Speaker pro tempore announced that Yants Paltal Waxman
the ayes appeared to have it. Kanjorski Panny Weiss
Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I object Kaptur Perkins xhhf:;“
to the vote on the ground that a g::::ﬂ: Eﬁt‘em: ::;Iﬁ:’] Williams
quorum is not present, and make the 4.0 P,cmk’am“_ Wilson
point of order that a quorum is not Kieczka Pickle Wise
present. Kopetski Poshard 33'::’3:
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Byi- Kostmayer s Yates
dently a quorum is not present. Tainakar Rangel
The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. NAYS—160
The vote was taken by electronic de- :::a.rd goxtcm grandy
vice, and there were—yeas 257, nays ot S g
i i Archer Cunningham Gunderson
160, not voting 17, as follows: vl ) Davis Hisrimersahmidt
[Roll No. 110] Baker DeLay Hancock
Ballenger Dickinson Hansen
YEAS—257
v Barrett Doolittle Hastert,
Abercrombie Blackwell Collins (MI) Barton Dornan (CA) Hefley
Ackerman Bonfor Condit Bateman Dreler Henry
Alexander Borski Conyers Bentley Duncan Herger
Anderson Boucher Cooper Bereuter Edwards (OK) Hobson
Andrews (ME) Brewster Costello Bllirakis Emerson Holloway
Andrews (NJ) Browder Cox (IL) Bliley Ewing Hopkins
Andrews (TX) Brown Coyne Boehlert, Fawell Horton
Annunzio Bruce Cramer Boehner Fields Houghton
Anthony Bryant Darden Broomfield Fish Hunter
Appleg Bi nte de la Garza Bunning Gallegly Hyde
Aspin Campbell (CO) DeFazio Burton Gallo Inhofe
Atkins Cardin DeLauro Callahan Gekas Ireland
Bacchus Carper Dellums Camp Gilchrest Jacobs
Barnard Carr Derrick Chandler Gillmor James
Beilenson Chapman Dicks Clinger Gilman Johnson (TX)
Bennett Clay Dingell Coble Gingrich Kasich
Berman Clement Dixon Coleman {MO) Goodling Klug
Bevill Coleman (TX) Donnelly Combest. Goss Kolbe
Bilbray Collins (L) Dooley Coughlin Gradison Kyl
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Lagomarsino Oxley Shays
Leach Packard Shuster
Lent Paxon Skeen
Lewis (CA) Petri Smith (NJ)
Lewis (FL) Porter Smith (OR)
Lightfoot Pursell Smith (TX)
Livingston Quillen Snowe
Lowery (CA) R tad Solomon
Marlenee Ravenel Spence
Martin Regula Stearns
McCandless Rhodes Stump
McCollum Ridge Sundquist
McCrery Riggs Taylor (NC)
McDade Rinaldo Thomas (CA)
McEwen Ritter Thomas (WY)
McGrath Roberts Upton
McMillan (NC) Rogers Vander Jagt
Meyers Rohrabacher Vucanovich
Michel Ros-Lehtinen Walker
Miller (OH) Roth Weldon
Miiler (WA) Roukema Wolf
Molinari Santorum Wylle
Moorhead Saxton Young (AK)
Morella Schaefer Young (FL)
Morrison Schiff Zelifr
Myers Schulze Zimmer
Nichols Sensenbrenner
Nussle Shaw

NOT VOTING—17
AuCoin Flake Staggers
Boxer Kolter Valentine
Brooks Lehman (FL) Waters
Byron Levine (CA) Weber
Campbell (CA) Moakley Yatron
Dannemeyer Pastor
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Mr. EWING changed his vote from
“yea" to “W"'

Mr. HUTTO changed his vote from
u“wn t.O “yea.."

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNULTY). The question is on the reso-
lution.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, is it
true that if this rule, this upcoming
vote, is defeated, that we are done with
our work for the day and the week?

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. DERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I make a
point of order that that is not a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is not now aware of the further
schedule of the House for the day.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I could
not hear what the Chair said.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair is not aware of the further sched-
ule of the House for the day after this
vote.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A record vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 240, noes 178,
not voting 16, as follows:
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[Roll No. 111)

AYES—240
Abercrombie Gibbons
Ackerman Glickman
Alexander Gonzalez
Anderson Gordon
Andrews (ME) Green
Andrews (NJ) Guarini
Andrews (TX) Hall (OH)
Annunzio Hamilton
Anthony Hatcher
Applegate Hayes (IL)
Aspin Hayes (LA)
Bacchus Hefner
Betlenson Hertel
Bennett Hoagland
Berman Hochbrueckner
Bevill Horn
Bllbray Horton
Blackwell Hoyer
Bonior Hughes
Borski Jefferson
Boucher Jenkins
Brewster Johnson (CT)
Brooks Johnson (SD)
Browder Johnston
Brown Jones (GA)
Bruce Jones (NC)
Bryant Kanjorski
Bustamante Kaptur
Campbell (CO) Kennedy
Cardin Kennelly
Carr Kildee
Chapman Kleczka
Clay Kopetski
Cl t K er
Coleman (TX) LaFalce
Collins (1L) Lancaster
Collins (MI) Lantos
Conyers LaRocco
Cooper Laughlin
Costello Lehman (CA)
Cox (IL) Lent
Coyne Levin (MI)
Cramer Lewis (GA)
Darden Lipinski
de la Garza Lloyd
DeFazio Long
DeLauro Lowey (NY)
Dellums Luken
Derrick Machtley
Dicks Manton
Dingell Markey
Dixon Martinez
Donnelly Matsui
Dooley Mavroules
Dorgan (ND) Mazzoll
Downey McCloskey
Durbin McCurdy
Dwyer McDermott
Dymally McHugh
Early McMillen (MD)
Eckart McNulty
Edwards (CA) Mfume
Edwards (TX) Miller (CA)
Engel Mineta
English Mink
Espy Mollohan
Evans Montgomery
Fascell Moody
Fazio Moran
Feighan Mrazek
Foglietta Murphy
Ford (MI) Murtha
Ford (TN) Nagle
Frank (MA) Natcher
Franks (CT) Neal (MA)
Frost Neal (NC)
Gaydos Nowak
Gejdenson Qakar
Gephardt Oberstar
Geren Obey

NOES—178
Allard Bentley
Allen Bereuter
Armey Bilirakis
Atkins Bliley
Baker Boehlert
Ballenger Boehner
Barnard Broomfield
Barrett Bunning
Barton Burton
Bateman Callahan

Olver

Ortiz
Owens (NY)
Owens (UT)
Pallone
Panetta
Parker
Payne (NJ)
Pease

Pelosi

Penny
Perkins
Peterson (FL)
Peterson (MN)
Pickle

Rostenkowsk!
Roybal
Russo

Sabo
Sanders
Sangmeister
Sarpalius
Savage
Sawyer
Scheuer
Schroeder
Schumer
Serrano
Sikorski
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slattery
Slaughter
Smith (FL)
Smith (IA)
Solarz
Spratt
Staggers
Stallings
Stark
Stokes
Studds
Swift
Synar
Tallon
Taylor (MS)
Thomas (GA)
Thornton
Torres
Torricelli
Towns
Traficant
Traxler
Unsoeld
Vento
Visclosky
Volkmer
Walsh
Washington
Waxman
Weiss
Wheat
Whitten
Williams
Wilson
Wise

Wolpe
Wyden
Yates

Camp

Carper
Chandler
Clinger

Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Condit
Coughlin

Cox (CA)
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Crane Johnson (TX) Riggs
Cunningham Jontz Rinaldo
Davis Kasich Ritter
DeLay Klug Roberts
Dickinson Kolbe Rogers
Doolittle Kyl Rohrabacher
Dornan (CA) Lagomarsino Ros-Lehtinen
Dreier Leach Roth
Duncan Lewls (CA) Roukema
Edwards (OK}) Lewis (FL) Rowland
Emerson Lightfoot Santorum
Erdreich Livingston Saxton
Ewing Lowery (CA) Schaefer
Fawell Marlenee Schiff
Fields Martin Schulze
Fish McCandless Sensenbrenner
Gallegly McCollum Sharp
Gallo McCrery Shaw
Gekas McDade Shays
Gilchrest McEwen Shuster
Gillmor MeGrath Sisisky
Gilman McMillan (NC) Smith (NJ)
Gingrich Meyers Smith (OR)
Goodling Michel Smith (TX)
Goss Miller (OH) Snowe
Gradison Miller (WA) Solomon
Grandy Molinari Spence
Gunderson Moorhead Stearns
Hall (TX) Morella Stenholm
Hammerschmidt ~ Morrison Stump
Hancock Myers Sundquist
Hansen Nichols Swett
Harris Nussle Tanner
Hastert Olin Tauzin
Hefley Orton Taylor (NC)
Henry Oxley Thomas (CA)
Herger Packard Thomas (WY)
Hobson Patterson Upton
Holloway Paxon Vander Jagt
Hopkins Payne (VA) Vuecanovich
Houghton Petri Walker
Hubbard Pickett Weldon
Huckaby Porter Wolf
Hunter Pursell Wylle
Hutto Quillen Young (AK)
Hyde Ramstad Young (FL)
Inhofe Ravenel Zellff
Ireland Regula Zimmer
Jacobs Rhodes
James Ridge

NOT VOTING—16
Archer Flake Valentine
AuCoin Kolter Waters
Boxer Lehman (FL) Weber
Byron Levine (CA) Yatron
Campbell (CA) Moakley
Dannemeyer Pastor
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Mr. JACOBS changed his vote from
llyea‘|! to l‘na-y."

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

REPORT ON HOUSE RESOLUTION
452 PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 4111, SMALL BUSI-
NESS CREDIT CRUNCH RELIEF
ACT OF 1992

Mr. DERRICK, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 102-515) on the resolution (H.
Res. 452) providing for the consider-
ation of H.R. 4111 to amend the Small
Business Act to provide additional loan
assistance to small businesses, and for
other purposes which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.
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A COMPREHENSIVE TELECOM-
MUNICATIONS ANTITRUST POLICY

(Mr. BROOKS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) '

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, today | am in-
troducing the Antitrust Reform Act of 1992, a
bill that will establish in law a sound and
broad-based competition policy that will guide
the country's telecommunications industry into
the 21st century.

Unfortunately, in this most important of in-
dustries, we are witnessing the piecemeal un-
raveling of the 1982 AT&T consent decree,
also known as the modification of final judg-
ment, or MFJ. That decree was the culmina-
tion of 8 years of antitrust litigation by the De-
partment of Justice against AT&T's tele-
communications monopoly. Under the terms of
the MFJ, AT&T agreed to divest its competi-
tive local monopoly phone service, while re-
taining its long distance and manufacturing op-
erations. The local divested Bell companies
reorganized into seven regional Bell operating
companies [RBOCs]. In addition, under the
terms of the MFJ, the monopoly RBOC com-
panies were prohibited from entering competi-
tive lines of business—information services,
telecommunications equipment manufacturing
and long distance services. This restriction
was intended to assure that the RBOCs did
not unfairly exploit their monopoly position in
local telephone service. The MFJ prohibitions
were intended to continue until there was no
substantial possibility the RBOC could use its
monopoly power to impede competition in a
given line of business.

Recently, the comprehensive competitive
framework of the MFJ has come under as-
sault. The U.S. Court of Appeals rejected, on
procedural grounds, application of the de-
cree's competitive entry test to the information
services restriction and instructed U.S. District
Court Judge Greene to apply an entry test
that, in Judge Greene's view, all but mandated
that he remove that restriction. His decision
removing the restriction is now on appeal.
Meanwhile, the Senate has passed legislation
which would remove the decree's manufactur-
ing restriction. These activities are occurring
against a backdrop of lax agency oversight
and deregulation.

The legislation | am introducing is based on
the competitive principles of the MFJ and
takes a properly balanced approach in dealing
with the Nation’s crucial telecommunications
industry. The bill recognizes the capabilities of
the RBOCs to make significant and innovative
contributions to our Nation's technological de-
velopment by permitting them to seek orderly
entry into competitive lines of business on a
phased basis over the next several years.
RBOCs would be granted the flexibility to seek
entry with regard to a particular product or ge-
ographic market within a competitive line of
business, or with regard to a line of business
in its entirety. Because of concerns expressed
that the MFJ prevents RBOCs from participat-
ing in the research and development sphere
or from adequately providing products and
services to the disabled where no one else is
able to, the bill authorizes the RBOCs to seek
entry with regard to these activities imme-
diately upon the bill's enactment.
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My bill will ensure that the robust competi-
tion that has developed in the telecommuni-
cations industry under the MFJ is protected
against monopoly abuse. The bill requires that
prior to entry into a competitive line of busi-
ness, the RBOC must establish that there is
no substantial possibility that it could use its
monopoly power to impede competition in the
market for which entry is sought. This com-
petitive entry test is based on the entry test
that lies at the heart of the MFJ. The bill would
apply this test comprehensively to all new
market entries. However, in order to avoid dis-
ruption of previously sanctioned RBOC activi-
ties, the bill includes a savings clause for
waivers previously issued under the MFJ's
own competitive entry test, as well as for the
activities of the RBOC’s research consortium,
Belicore.

Once an RBOC has been allowed into a line
of business, the antitrust laws would, of
course, continue to apply. There would also
be specific antitrust safeguards, based on the
principles and administration of the MFJ,
against anticompetitive discrimination and
cross-subsidization, and against the RBOC's
recombining. The bill also requires the
RBOC's to advise their officers and manage-
ment personnel of their obligations under the
act—and requires the RBOC CEO—or other
responsible officer—to annually certify compli-
ance to the Attorney General. The bil's pro-
tections would be enforced by the full array of
traditional antitrust remedies, including criminal
penalties, civil enforcement by the Department
of Justice and private rights of action for treble
damages or injunctive relief.

This bill is being introduced following exten-
sive hearings conducted by the Judiciary
Committee’s Subcommittee on Economic and
Commercial Law during the 102d Congress.
The subcommittee has received testimony
from a wide range of interested parties, includ-
ing the RBOC's, information service providers,
equipment manufacturers, long distance com-
panies, labor and consumer groups, and Fed-
eral and State regulators and law enforcement
officials.

| urge all of my colleagues to work for swift
passage of this important and timely legisla-
tion.

VACATING 5-MINUTE SPECIAL
ORDER AND SUBSTITUTING 15-
MINUTE SPECIAL ORDER ON
MAY 12, 1992

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to vacate
my 5-minute special order on Tuesday,
May 12, 1992, and in lieu thereof ask
permission to address the House for 15
minutes during special orders at the
appropriate time on May 12.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

| —————

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I regret that [ was unavoidably de-
tained this morning and was not
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present for rollcall votes 108 on the ap-
proval of the Journal, and 109 to table
the motion to appeal the Speaker’s rul-
ing. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘yes’’ on both votes.

RESCINDING CERTAIN BUDGET
AUTHORITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
McNuLTY). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 447 and rule XXIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill,
H.R. 4990.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 4990) re-
scinding certain budget authority, and
for other purposes, with Mr. GLICKMAN
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] will be rec-
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. MYERS] will
be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, the House faces an un-
usual situation today—one which con-
cerns us all as it does the people of the
Nation.

What we bring you today is from our
Committee on Appropriations which I
have the honor to head. In the prepara-
tion of this bill and the report, of
course, we have had the benefit of the
counsel of all the members of the com-
mittee and the very fine staff of our
committee. I present it on behalf of the
committee today after discussions by
our committee with leaders of various
agencies of the executive branch and
based on our experience of years of
service on the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. Chairman, it is through our ap-
propriations bills that we make the
public investments in roads, bridges,
harbors, airports, science, education,
research and development, law enforce-
ment, housing, environmental protec-
tion, and many other important areas
that will keep our country growing and
prospering into the 21st century.

Last year the committee in 13 sepa-
rate appropriations bills appropriated
$728,655,000,000 in over 1,200 appropria-
tions accounts to fund the agencies
which carry out programs vital to the
nation in every area of the country. In
preparing for those bills, the commit-
tee took testimony from over 5,200 wit-
nesses in 271 hearing days of testi-
mony.
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Each one of those bills was presented
to the full committee by the appro-
priate subcommittee. The committee
took action on the subcommittee rec-
ommendations and reported those bills
to the House.

Those bills were then considered in
the House. Amendments were offered,
some were adopted, some were de-
feated. Each bill passed the House and
went to the Senate. The Senate passed
12 of those bills, and we brought back
conference reports on those 12 bills,
and those conference reports were de-
bated. Amendments in disagreement
were debated, and identical conference
agreements were adopted by the House
and by the Senate.

The bills were presented to the Presi-
dent. Ten of those bills were signed.
Two of the bills were vetoed because of
abortion language. Bills with the objec-
tionable language removed passed the
House, passed the Senate, and were
signed by the President. The President
did not veto a single appropriations bill
last year because of the total funding
amount or because of changes in prior-
ity that the Congress made to his pro-
posals.

Now, for whatever reason, the Presi-
dent has proposed rescissions of
$5,663,000,000 in messages transmitted
March 10, March 20, and April 8. The
committee, as it has when rescission
proposals have been proposed by the
President ever since 1975, carefully con-
sidered those proposals and, through
the subcommittee process—the same
process that produced the appropria-
tions bills that the President signed
less than 6 months ago—agreed to re-
scind more than the President pro-
posed.

The President says we need to reduce
Federal spending in order to reduce the
deficit.

Mr. Chairman, the deficit is not
caused by your Committee on Appro-
priations. Since 1945, the committee
has reduced the Presidents’ budget re-
quests by $188,800,000,000. Since 1975, we
have rescinded $1,608,000,000 more than
the Presidents have proposed to be re-
scinded.

Mr. Chairman, you can eliminate all
domestic discretionary spending in fis-
cal year 1992, and you will not elimi-
nate the deficit for fiscal year 1992. The
only way the deficit will be reduced, in
my opinion, is to increase productive
employment in the United States and
in the process expand the revenue base.

In the last 10 years, our trade deficit
has increased by over a trillion dollars.
I know it is growing less now than last
yvear, and I am glad of that, but the
fact is, the trade deficit is still grow-
ing.

America needs to produce more and
export more. We need to regain our
normal domestic and foreign markets.

We need to make investments in
America, investments in assets—edu-
cation, highways, rivers, harbors, in-
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vestments that will improve access to
markets; investments that will rebuild
our deteriorating highways, our dete-
riorating water systems, our deterio-
rating public structures. Investments
that will help us compete.

This investment will stimulate pri-
vate investment, and we need to make
sure that those private investments are
made in America.

Mr. Chairman, we have considered
the rescission proposals before the
committee, agreed to many of them
and added some of our own based on
what the committee, through its sub-
committees, knows about changing pri-
orities in programs administered in the
executive branch.

Changing priorities and conditions
always result in a chance to make re-
scissions. We do this every year, nor-
mally in our regular bills.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank my
good friends, BILL NATCHER, NEAL
SMITH, SID YATES, DAVE OBEY, ED RoY-
BAL, ToMm BEVILL, JACK MURTHA, BOB
TRAXLER, BILL LEHMAN, JULIAN DIXON,
Vic FAzZ1o, BILL HEFNER—our fine sub-
committee chairmen—JOE MCDADE,
JOHN MYERS, LARRY COUGHLIN, RALPH
REGULA, CARL PURSELL, MICKEY ED-
WARDS, BILL GREEN, JERRY LEWIS, HAL
ROGERS, JOE SKEEN, FRANK WOLF, BILL
LOWERY, and DEAN GALLO—our ranking
Republicans—along with all our other
fine committee members who have held
the hearings to produce our bills over
the years. Their assistance has also
been invaluable in the preparation of
the bill we are considering today.

Mr. Chairman, the reported bill be-
fore the House is the product of 11 sub-
committees including two areas the
President didn’t propose—legislative
branch and foreign operations.

The bill includes many rescissions
recommended by the President as well
as others initiated by the subcommit-
tees to reflect other priorities.

The Dbill rescinds a total of
$5,804,621,975 comprising $4,946,859,000
from military spending; $123,813,975
from international affairs; and
$733,949,000 from domestic programs.

The committee can be proud of its
performance.

Since 1945 the total of appropriations
bills has been $188.8 billion below the
totals requested by Presidents.

The total of the fiscal year 1992 ap-
propriations bills was below the budget
caps and the President's budget re-
quest. We were consistent with the
budget ceiling and no sequester was
necessary.

The bill reported by the committee
rescinds $141,649,285 more than the
President proposed to rescind in his
March 10, March 20, and April 8 rescis-
sion messages, and in each subcommit-
tee we met or exceeded the President’s
dollar figures.

Since 1974, excluding the messages
under consideration and the action rec-
ommended in this bill, the Congress
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has rescinded $1,607,770,488 more than
the various President’'s have proposed.

Since the rescission process began in
1974 and through March 9, 1992, the
GAO has certified the following:
Rescissions proposed by

Presldent .......cocimimvmsnsnss 918
Total amount proposed
by President for rescis-
S Ao s a L dal Bl gy $61,408,560,900
Number of proposals en-
acted by Congress ........... 324
Total amount of propos-
als enacted by Congress $19,311,454,366
Number of new rescissions
initiated by Congress ..... 370
Total amount of rescis-
sions initiated by Con-
i e e LU Ll $43,704,877,022
Grand total:
Number of rescissions
epaoctad ..o 694
Amount of rescis-
sions enacted ......... $63,016,331,388
Amount rescinded in
excess of Presidents
requests ...l $1,607,770,488

The bill does not address the $2.2 bil-
lion of defense rescissions proposed by
the President on April 9. In developing
the bill, our subcommittees had to
complete their work prior to the recess
in order to meet our full committee
markup schedule. This did not permit
the April 9 messages to be considered
in this bill. We understand additional
rescission messages may be proposed. A
subsequent rescission bill will be devel-
oped to handle this situation.

The rescission process prescribes that
if, after 45 calendar days of continuous
session, enactment of any proposed re-
scission has not occurred then the
funding for the proposed rescission
should be made available. The time for
that occurrence is mid May for some,
for the President's proposals that are
in this bill. Based on past occurrences,
when a rescission bill is moving
through the last stages and 45 days
have expired, obligations of proposed
rescission funding by the executive
branch does not occur immediately on
the proposed rescissions expired on
May 17, and yet the bill was not en-
acted into law until July 5. If enact-
ment of this bill has not occurred by
mid May, we would expect the impact
of funding obligations on amounts in
this bill to be minimal, as we continue
to move the bill toward enactment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I think all of us recog-
nize and realize why we are here today.
The American people are demanding
that we reduce spending.

During the last several months the
President has sent a number of mes-
sages to the Congress and to the House
of Representatives, particularly the
Committee on Appropriations, totaling
224 rescissions. The Appropriations
Committee has reviewed those rescis-
sions and has adopted some of them in
this bill, but they also made some of
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their own after careful analysis of
where we were on spending for 1992 and
the outreach years of 1993 and

1994. The President's message totaled
$5,662,673,690. This bill, the committee
bill, totals $5,804,621,975, about $142 mil-
lion more than the President’'s request.
Of this the committee would rescind in
that proposal by the President
$2,570,636,000. In the President’s request
there would be that amount of money
rescinded from his request. We added
more than $3 billion of our own reduc-
tions. Of the total amount contained in
this bill, $142 million of this would be
larger than the President’s, but within
that approximately $4,950,000,000 would
come from national defense and mili-
tary construction. Of that amount is
$50 billion the President has asked to
be reduced in spending in the next 5
years from defense, and this is all part
of that package. However, the Presi-
dent recommended the cancellation of
the construction of two submarines,
the Seawolf class, nuclear powered, at-
tack submarines. The committee found
that we had already purchased a lot of
equipment to build the first submarine,
and some even to build a second sub-
marine. We found that the termination
costs in closing out the Seawolf Pro-
gram would run as much, and maybe
even more, and we would have nothing
to show for it.

Your committee has recommended
that we continue construction of one
Seawolf class submarine now under
construction, and terminate the second
one, which would be the third one in
the inventory.
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One hundred ten million in this bill
would come from foreign aid. The
President made no request for any cuts
in foreign aid. Your committee felt
that we could cut $110 million from for-
eign aid.

We also included a $20 million reduc-
tion in the legislative branch which the
President, by the rule of comity, did
not include. The $20 million would
come from mailing costs.

The bill also contains about a $600
million reduction in housing programs,
in the HUD rescissions.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. We
have had a lot of debate on the rule,
considering that the selection of what
programs to be canceled or terminated
was different. I have been around here
for a long time. The President and the
Congress have never agreed on very
many rescissions. We have ours and we
include some of his in this bill,

I do think we have a bill, a bill I
think every Member here could defend
and should support.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, as you and the other
members of the committee know, the
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authority for the bill, H.R. 4990, the re-
scission bill, is provided for in the Con-
gressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974,

President Bush proposed in his March
10, March 20, and April 8 messages 99
rescissions, totaling $5,662,973,000 with-
in the jurisdiction of 9 of our 13 sub-
committees.

When our chairman, the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN], and
the other chairmen of the subcommit-
tees finished their sections of the bill,
11 of our subcommittees made rec-
ommendations for rescissions that are
now in this bill.

A reduction of $5,804,622,000 was ap-
proved in the full committee. This, Mr.
Chairman, is $141,694,000 more than the
amount requested by President Bush.
We approved 66 rescissions out of Presi-
dent Bush’s 99 requests.

Mr. Chairman, this bill rescinds
$4,947,000,000 from military spending. It
rescinds $123,814,000 from international
affairs, and $733,949,000 from domestic
programs.

As I pointed out, 11 of the 13 sub-
committees are involved in this bill, 2
more than were requested by the Presi-
dent. The Subcommittee on Legisla-
tion, under the chairmanship of the
gentleman from California [Mr. FAzIO],
and the Subcommittee on Foreign Op-
erations, under the chairmanship of
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY], both recommended additional
reductions. In the case of the legisla-
tive branch, we have $20 million which
was the amount saved as far as frank-
ing of the mail is concerned.

For the Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations, Export Financing and Re-
lated Programs, we have rescissions
added to the bill of $123,800,000.

Mr. Chairman, I support the commit-
tee bill presented by my chairman,
JAMIE WHITTEN of Mississippi. Mr.
WHITTEN, as the Members know, is the
most senior Member of the House hav-
ing set the all-time service record on
January 6 of this year. Mr. WHITTEN
has again used his 50 years of experi-
ence to put together a bill which ad-
dresses the needs of the country and
the needs of this House. No Member of
the Congress cares more about the
House of Representatives than Mr.
WHITTEN. With his leadership, the com-
mittee has produced a good bill which
should be supported by both sides of
the aisle. I am pleased to support my
chairman on this legislation just as he
has always supported the bills for
labor, health and human services, and
education which come from the sub-
committee which I chair. He always
helps us and we appreciate it.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good rescis-
sion bill, and we recommend it to the
committee.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, [ yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.
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Mr. Chairman, the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations a few
minutes ago said that Americans need
to produce more and export more so we
can create more jobs here in America,
and I agree with that.

The problem is because we spend too
much and we tax too much and we add
mandates onto the back of the business
community, we are losing our competi-
tive edge. When we tax more and spend
more and the businessman and citizens
of this country have to pay more in
taxes, this means they have to make
more in salaries, all of those additional
taxes go onto the back of the product
that the businessman produces.

Because of that, when he exports
overseas he is no longer competitive
because it costs more to produce a car
or a refrigerator or all kinds of prod-
ucts, because we are taxing more than
our competitors overseas.

So when we start talking about these
spending bills like we are today, these
rescissions, we are not just talking
about making one cut today and that
is the end of it. We are talking about
something that has a pyramiding effect
throughout our economy.

Today the President sent $5.7 billion
in rescissions up to the Hill for us to
act upon. Because of the rule we
passed, we will not be able to pass that
$5.7 billion in cuts, because the minute
we vote on that, and it will pass, the
next vote will negate that previous
vote, because we have this king-of-the-
hill provision.

So the American people will once
again be hurt to the tune of $5.7 billion
in rescissions that could be made
today.

Mr. Chairman, the people across this
country do not trust Congress very
much. The last poll I saw showed that
17 percent of the American people hold
this body in high regard. That means
that 83 percent of the people question
the integrity and ability of us to cope
with the Nation's problems. One of the
reasons they have this doubt is because
of the antics that you are seeing here
today.

Mr. Chairman, that rule obfuscates
the issue. What we need to do is cut
through all the muck and let the
American people know where the real
problems lie. The real problem lies
with the big spenders in this body. We
have been able to cover it up to date
with this rule so nobody is going to be
able to understand it, the average per-
son out there. But there is one place
you can find out, and that is from the
National Taxpayers Union.

Mr. Chairman, the National Tax-
payers Union puts out a rating chart
each year on how Congressmen and
Congresswomen vote. I want to tell
you, of the 226 biggest spenders in the
U.S. House of Representatives, accord-
ing to the National Taxpayers Union, 5
were Republicans and 221 were Demo-
crats. Five of the biggest spenders in
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the Congress were Republicans and 221
were Democrats.

Mr. Chairman, that is the problem,
and that is something that the Amer-
ican people have to address this fall.
We have one Member here from Ver-
mont, a man who is a Socialist. He ran
on the Socialist Party ticket and was
elected. There are 226 Members that
have a worse voting record than the
only Socialist in this country, and the
American people do not want social-
ism.

So if the American people want to
change things around this Nation, they
ought to elect people who are for fiscal
responsibility and who are going to
keep taxes in line and keep spending
down so we can be competitive in the
world market.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
support this bill, but I just want to
point out what is happening here today
because it is unique. We have each year
had rescission proposals submitted by
the President. He would package a
number of ideas he had for rescissions
into a special message.

This year we are dealing in this bill
with 99 separate rescission messages
that the President submitted. There
are a total of 113 rescissions in the
committee hill because we included
some proposed by the President and
added some more.

Now, there is nothing unusual about
having a midyear correction in the
budget. We usually require some
supplementals and probably some re-
scissions. When you are dealing with
the large amount of money that we
deal with in the Federal budget, of
course, in the midterm you need some
kind of correction.

But what the President did was to
submit 99 separate rescission messages.
I understand OMB has a list down there
of 360.

Now, what was the President’s cri-
teria for the rescission proposals? It
was not necessarily elimination of pork
barrel projects. The criteria was not
what is bad or good. The criteria is
were these items in the original fiscal
year 1992 budget submitted to the Con-
gress last year?

I asked some of the agency witnesses
that came before my subcommittee
what was the criteria. They indicated
that was a criteria.
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Now, that is not a criterion for deter-
mining what is needed or what should
be a midyear correction at all. That is
just a criterion for setting up the Con-
gress so that we cannot get our work
done.

Under the rules, each one of these re-
scissions could take in excess of 3
hours. If they could tie us up on 99 re-
scissions for that much time, we could
not do anything until sammer.
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Then we would see stories on tele-
vision that Congress can't get its work
done, Congress can’t get its work done.

What was done in this bill was to
package these rescissions. That is the
reason we had an argument on the rule.
That is the only reason there was an
argument on the rule. We packaged the
rescissions into a bill so that we do not
have to take 2 months to do what we
can do here in a few hours.

This is a bill that packages some of
the President’s rescissions, substitutes
some new ones in place of his proposals
and adds others that the committee
thought were needed or were justified.
The committee bill then takes care of
113 rescissions all at one time. So I
think this is the way to handle this
matter,

I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on the bill.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, 1 yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island [Mr.
MACHTLEY].

Mr. MACHTLEY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the committee's ap-
propriations bill. T applaud the Presi-
dent, who felt that as the world was
changing, we needed to reduce our
spending, particularly our defense
spending.

We are going to reduce our defense
spending. I think it has to be done in a
way which permits us to make a tran-
sition from an economy in many States
and parts of the world which was
geared to defense to one which is
geared to civilian technology.

As we make that transition, we can-
not destroy an industrial base that has
taken us in many cases decades to
build. The President chose to eliminate
the Seawolf submarine. Fortunately,
we have had committee hearings in the
Committee on Armed Services and the
Committee on Appropriations has con-
sidered this decision, and new informa-
tion has come up.

In fact, we now know that it would
cost us $1.9 billion to terminate that
contract, and we would have no addi-
tional Seawolf submarines. Or we could
spend the $2.7 billion and get 2 addi-
tional submarines. It seems to make el-
ementary, economic, reasonable sense
that we could go forward and build ad-
ditional Seawolf submarines. Not 10, 12,
but the 2 that we have already author-
ized and appropriated.

This world is changing. We must rec-
ognize the changes, But as we are look-
ing at how we are going to cut back in
our budget, and we must cut back, we
have a $400 billion deficit which my
children and my colleagues’ children
are going to have to pay, we must re-
duce our deficit, but we must do it in a
responsible manner.

I believe the Committee on Appro-
priations, the chairman and the leader-
ship on both sides, have tried to work.
We are not looking at a package that
the Committee on Appropriations has
put together which is less than the
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President’s proposal. In fact, it cuts
more. In fact, we are looking at a pack-
age which is $141 million more.

Every Member in this room, every
Member can probably stand np and say,
“I would like to see cuts in different
areas.” And frankly, that is not pos-
sible, to meet every Member's satisfac-
tion.

I believe the committee has done a
credible and outstanding job in rec-
ognizing the strategic needs of our Na-
tion, looking at the economic impacts
of the decisions and putting together a
proposal which takes care of all of our
needs.

Mr. Chairman, | rise today to express my
extreme opposition to the proposed rescission
of over $4 million for the Low Income Heating
Assistance Program.

The Low Income Heating Assistance Pro-
gram also known as LIHEAP, serves over 6
million families nationwide and nearly 60 per-
cent of all LIHEAP recipients are families with
incomes under $6,000 a year.

Mr. Chairman, it is important to consider the
significant message a rescission of this sort
will send to the States regarding Federal sup-
port for LIHEAP. The LIHEAP rescission in
H.R. 4990 would deny States a portion of the
promised Federal LIHEAP funds, leaving the
States to make up the difference. Currently,
States lend money to their LIHEAP with the
understanding that they will receive Govern-
ment assistance at the end of each fiscal year.
Should this rescission occur, it will appear that
the Federal Government has reneged on its
promise of distributing specified money to the
LIHEAP. With less Federal support, State pro-
grams will ultimately be forced to make further
cuts in benefits and eligibility.

Mr. Chairman, reductions in LIHEAP will
cause real pain for real people. Without this
program, far too many families, disabled and
elderly on a fixed income will have to choose
between heating and eating. | urge my col-
leagues to join me in my strong opposition to
the LIHEAP rescission and implore the even-
tual House conferees to work with their col-
leagues in the Senate to find alternatives to
this rescission.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I just want
to make the point that while the ad-
ministration did not ask for any spend-
ing cuts in the area of foreign aid, that
the committee, in its alternative, has
produced a proposal which reduces for-
eign aid by $110 million. $32 million in
IDA, withholding money that cannot
be spent in China because of human
rights problems, $66 million in military
grant aid, including $39 million to
Peru, a government which just threw
its democratically elected politicians
in jail, and a number of other mis-
cellaneous items.

We provided these cuts because we
felt it was simply not credible nor bal-
anced to provide cuts in the domestic
side of the ledger without doing the
same thing in the area of foreign aid.

I would also like to make the point
in response to the gentleman who com-
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mented three speakers ago that the
fact is that this committee has more
than met its obligations in terms of
budget discipline.

I recognize there are some Members
in this House who would rather play
partisan or ideological games on vir-
tually every bill in sight rather than
simply dealing with the public’s busi-
ness in a sensible way, but the fact is
that this proposal cuts more money
than the President’s original request.

In fact, as has been indicated pre-
viously, since the rescission process
began in 1974, the GAO has certified
that the Congress has cut $1.6 billion
more in rescissions than Presidents
during that time asked for.

It seems to me the record is clear.
This committee has met its respon-
sibility to respond to requests to re-
scind. We have exceeded the spending
reductions recommended by the White
House historically, as we do again
today. And I think this package is
much better balanced and much less
political, frankly, than the original
package.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. UPTON].

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Chairman, last sum-
mer my good friend and colleague, TIM
PENNY, and I offered an amendment to
cut $21 million in mail funds from the
fiscal year 1992 legislative branch ap-
propriations bill. We fell just 22 votes
short of success. While this vote was
considered a key vote by several con-

gressional watchdog groups, I'll bet
most.  Representatives’ constituents
were unaware of how their

Congressperson voted.

Today, however, Congress is under
stricter scrutiny than ever before.
We're all under the intense magnifying
glass of an angry public. The winds of
change are blowing even more strongly
around ‘here. Our constituents are
watching us more closely, expecting us
to be responsible and accountable.

I am pleased that the members of the
Appropriations Committee now agree
with the supporters of the last sum-
mer’s Penny-Upton amendment, that
we did not need this $20 million for our
mail. I am voting in favor of the rescis-
sion package, and consequently, sup-
porting for the second time language
that cuts $20 million from fiscal year
1992’'s House franking fund.

While this cut is a solid start, we
need additional congressional franking
reforms. I urge my colleagues not only
to cut mail funds, but also to prohibit
any excess funds from being recycled to
other projects, as is currently allowed.
I commend Congressman JERRY LEWIS
for his efforts in this arena. Both Re-
publicans and Democrats have signed
up to cosponsor my bill, House Resolu-
tion 404, which would mandate any un-
used franking funds be returned to the
Treasury.

We also must stop the practice of al-
lowing Members to send mass mailings
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to residents of counties they don't yet
represent. Congressman BILL THOMAS,
another leader in House reform, has in-
troduced H.R. 4104 to stop this prac-
tice, and I am pleased to be an original
cosponsor of his bill.

Finally, let’s kill both Seawolf sub-
marines, which are what I call ill-be-
gotten Groton goods. With the fall of
communism, they are simply unneeded,
and efforts to restore them by tradi-
tional defense budget cutters is a clear
example of pork. We must be willing to
make tough choices.

These actions will help us get our
own fiscal house in order and help re-
store the faith of the American people
in their government. I urge all of my
colleagues to vote in favor of them.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. MURTHA].

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, I am
also on the Legislative Branch Sub-
committee. Even though I may have
voted against the Lewis amendment at
the time it was offered in full commit-
tee markup, I had one of the lowest
mailings of any Member of the House.

I would say that many of the Mem-
bers that voted for the Lewis amend-
ment had much higher mailings than I
had.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MURTHA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s point. I think it
really needs to be said that it was the
Frenzel amendments which really re-
stricted our mailing by each individual
office in relation to our population dif-
ferences by constituency that made it
possible for us to provide this rescis-
sion today.

The vote that we were asked to make
in a prior Congress really did not flow
out of those reforms. So I think the
gentleman can be satisfied that he has
done the right thing, and we are all
proceeding in the right direction on the
frank.

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Chairman, the de-
tails of the committee's Defense rec-
ommendations are in the report accom-
panying this bill.

At the time the Defense Subcommit-
tee marked up the rescission bill, the
subcommittee had received proposed
rescissions totaling $4.8 billion.

The recommendations contained in
this bill rescind $5 million more than
the total requested by the administra-
tion.

In terms of the overall Defense chap-
ter in this bill, the committee agreed
with more than one-half of the funds
requested for rescission by the Penta-
gon, and the committee provided alter-
native rescissions for the other half.

The alternative rescissions rec-
ommended by the committee are in a
wide variety of programs and rerec-
ommended for rescission for a variety
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of reasons including: unobligated bal-
ances; low priority; poor execution; and
lack of support from the Office of the
Secretary of Defense.

The bill before you does not rec-
ommend rescinding all of the funds re-
quested for rescission regarding the
Seawolf submarine.

The bill preserves the option of pro-
curing two Seawolf submarines as op-
posed to one recommended by the DOD.

If we rescinded funds for the second
Seawolf submarine, a total of $918 mil-
lion would have been expended and we
would have nothing to show for it.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, the De-
fense chapter: Rescinds more funds
than the level of rescissions requested
by the Department of Defense; pre-
serves the option of constructing a sec-
ond Seawolf submarine; and rescinds
low priority programs.

I recommend approval of the com-
mittee's recommendations in the De-
fense chapter of the rescission bill.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. Chair-
man, many of the Members are speak-
ing very knowledgeably about the de-
tails of this issue, and I do not want to
do that. I want to talk more about
what I think is the policy direction and
the commonsense approach to what we
are doing here, and the broader ques-
tion of what we are really dealing with.

Certainly most of us, all of us, I
think, would admit there is nothing
more important than effectively deal-
ing with the deficit. That has been my
view since I have been here for 3 years.
It is my view every weekend when I go
home to Wyoming. That is the issue
that most people put as the highest
priority.

The evidence, of course, is that we
are unable to deal with the deficit
without making some procedural
changes that need to be made. One is
the balanced budget amendment, so we
have some constitutional discipline to
do it. Another is to change the budget
procedure so that we handle it dif-
ferently.

The one we are talking about here
today really is the line-item veto, and
I wish we had a line-item veto, as most
of us perceive it, where every issue has
to come before this House that is ve-
toed by the President.

However, this is an approach to deal-
ing with it. The bundling issue is the
one that kills us, I believe. Many of the
things that go through in these large
bills would never stand scrutiny on
their own, and that is what this bill is
all about.

Mr. Chairman, I just really hope that
we can put this thing as close as can be
to a line-item veto, not to put one
package together, leave out a bunch of
other stuff, and say, “We have fixed
it.” That does not fix it. We need a pro-
cedural operation so we can do this and
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we can deal with those items that are
hidden down in this budget.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. GEJDENSON].

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to commend the committee
for the work that it has done. It has
reached in. It has been able to save
more tax dollars than the President’s
proposal, and it has done so in a far
more rational process. I want the peo-
ple who are watching this, both here
and at home, to understand what the
debate is about. The debate is whether
elected Members of Congress make the
determination on where we save the
money or whether a handful of ap-
pointed, removed bureaucrats make
those decisions, because if we make the
decision based on what process saves
more money, it is the committee that
deserves the great credit of having
saved more dollars at the end of the
day, but it has done so in a process
that I think takes into better account-
ing the value of the American tax dol-
lars.

The gentleman from Pennsylvania
mentioned the submarine program, the
choice of spending $91.1 for a lot of
parts that do not add up for anything,
or spending slightly more in order to
have a ship for the fleet.

Time and time again it seems to me
the committee has made the right deci-
sions. It has made the cost savings that
will bring the deficit down, not as
much as many of us would clearly like,
but we need to do other things as well,
not just within the appropriations
process but in tax policy and in other
places as well.

Therefore, I for one want to com-
mend the committee for its great work
in this budget process, and would hope
that my colleagues will join with me in
supporting it.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL].

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I cer-
tainly thank the gentleman for this
time.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, I want to
make it very clear that I do support
the rescission effort here of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. I hope that
what we have been debating today in
regard to the total questions involved
here are not construed to be deeply
critical, at least insofar as what the
Committee on Appropriations has done
here, I believe in a good faith effort to
try to answer the President when the
President suggested that there ought
to be, in his first two messages, on
March 10 and March 20 about $5.8 bil-
lion of rescissions in some 68, I believe,
rescission messages.

To the credit of the Committee on
Appropriations, they addressed that
question. I believe they incorporated
$2.6 billion of the President’s rescis-
sions within the Committee on Appro-
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priations’ rescissions, so that is all, 1
think, a plus.

We in the pork busters group have
not been criticizing what the House
Committee on Appropriations has done
to try to address this problem. Our real
argument has been with the Committee
on Rules, because what we have sug-
gested or tried to suggest, considering
the fact that we have been unable to
balance the budget for 23 years in a
row, and we are incurring about $300
billion this year just to pay interest on
the national debt, we all agree that
anything we can do to address our-
selves to low priority spending, which
is easy to say but tough to do, we
should do that.

Thus, in a bipartisan fashion, Demo-
crats and Republicans got together,
went to the Committee on Rules, and
we offered suggestions as to how we
could add to and we could complement
what the Committee on Appropriations
was doing. At that time, by the way,
and at this time, the President has sug-
gested $7.9 billion in rescissions. That
is more than what the Committee on
Appropriations has suggested, but in
all fairness, the Committee on Appro-
priations began their deliberations, I
believe, when the President's rescis-
sions were at about the $5.8 billion fig-
ure, so they addressed themselves to
that.

At this time, however, we try to
bring out that the President has $7.9
billion worth of rescissions, $2.6 billion
have been incorporated into the Com-
mittee on Appropriations plan, and
that is all to the good.

However, why not now let the Presi-
dent have at least an opportunity to
have this body consider being able to,
in a separate amendment, address our-
selves to what the remaining balance
of the President’s rescissions are, even
in a packaged plan where we do not
have the project-by-project vote the
President ought to have? That is all we
are suggesting.

We did show we could add $6.6 billion
to what the Committee on Appropria-
tions has done, and we are being struck
out completely in that regard. Our
frustration is not with the Committee
on Appropriations this time, our frus-
tration is with the Committee on
Rules.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ha-
waii [Mr. ABERCROMBIE].

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman,
our Appropriations Committee consid-
ered the President’'s rescission re-
quests.

The committee has given us a bal-
anced, rational rescission list that in-
corporates many of the President’s re-
quests, substitutes others, and would
cut even more than the President re-
quested.

So let’'s not try to kid anyone that
savings are the issue here.

Of particular concern to me is the
mean-spirited political nature of some
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of the objections to items in this pro-
posal.

I refer especially to $1.2 million for
Hawaiian Homes lands infrastructure.

The Hawaiian Homes Program was
established by Congress in 1921.

Its goal is housing for native Hawai-
ians and the reestablishment of Hawai-
ian communities.

In establishing the Hawaiian Homes
Program, Congress attempted in some
measure to ameliorate the injustice
done to the Hawaiian people by the
overthrow of the Hawaiian monarchy
in 1893.

That overthrow was, to put it blunt-
ly, an armed coup d'etat executed by
American citizens backed by the armed
crew and big guns of the U.S.S. Boston.

As we approach the centennial of
that coup, the Hawaiian people are still
suffering the aftershocks of that event.

They are overrepresented in nearly
every index of social distress—lower
life expectancy, illness, homelessness,
unemployment.

Native Hawaiians are
strangers in their own land.

The Federal Government—the admin-
istration’s claims to the contrary not-
withstanding—does have a trust obliga-
tion here.

That trust obligation began with the
enactment of the Hawaiian Homes
Commission Act in 1921.

It was acknowledged by successive
administrations throughout Hawaii’s
territorial period and long after Hawaii
became a State.

It is only the Bush administration
which refuses to acknowledge—much
less honor—that relationship.

That rejection of Hawaii’s native
race is exemplified in this rescission.

I ask every Member to join me in re-
jecting this amendment and achiev-
ing—just this once—a small measure of
justice for the Hawaiian people.

0 1400

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. MORAN].

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, does
anyone recall when former President
Reagan ran for office on the need for a
balanced budget and used to say things
such as any President that submits a
budget that is unbalanced ought to be
impeached? Well, except for that origi-
nal budget in January 1981, which was
just a minor change from the Carter
budget, the President of the United
States never submitted a balanced
budget, and yet it has been the Con-
gress that year after year has appro-
priated less than the President has re-
quested, cut taxes by $1.6 trillion, in-
creased expenditures by $1 trillion. The
fact is that the American public needs
to know that the Congress has appro-
priated less and rescinded each year
more than the White House has pro-
posed, $17.23 billion in total, Even this
legislation reduces the administra-
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tion's request by $142 million, and be-
yond that, it is a thoughtful approach
to budgeting. In fact, it addresses the
changing needs of our Nation, puts the
money where it needs to be, and re-
flects the American public’s concern
for fiscal integrity.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of H.R. 4990, legislation introduced by
Chairman WHITTEN which offers a
thoughtful, constructive, and respon-
sible alternative to the recision pack-
age offered by the administration.

Throughout the 1980's Congress has
demonstrated more fiscal restraint and
more fiscal responsibility than either
Presidents Reagan or Bush. Since
President Reagan took office, Congress
has appropriated less and rescinded
each year more than the White House
proposed—3§17.23 billion total. Even this
legislation takes the administration
one step further in decreasing the Fed-
eral budget—to the tune of $142 mil-
lion.

But aside from the true track record
of what branch of the Federal Govern-
ment is controlling Federal spending,
this legislation offered by Chairman
WHITTEN is more reflective of the
changing needs of our Nation. I support
the increased recision of some unneces-
sary weapons programs such as pro-
curement of MX missiles and advanced
cruise missiles. I also support the nec-
essary cuts made to the domestic side
of the President’'s recision list. All
these cuts demonstrate the willingness
to make the hard choices which are
necessary to bring our budget deficits
under control.

I urge my colleagues to support this
recision package.

Mr. MYERS of Indiana. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I think the bill has
been adequately discussed and ex-
plained here, but a few things still
seem to be hanging out there. Some
Members do not fully understand the
bill.

The biggest difference between the
President’s recommendations for
recisions and ours is the Seawolf sub-
marine program. We can take the
President’s bill, knock the Seawolf
program out and we save very few dol-
lars and we would have absolutely
nothing to show for it. If we go on and
consider the Seawolf and build a second
Seawolf, which would be from equip-
ment most of which is already pur-
chased, and there would be no termi-
nation costs on that, we will at least
have an attack submarine to show for
what we have invested.

But even more importantly, the mili-
tary-industrial base that is represented
in this program would be lost entirely
if we terminate this program. Hope-
fully we will never need it, but it takes
a long time to put all of those people
tegether, the capability, the talents
that are already there. So it is going to
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be reduced, but at least we will have
that capability, that cadre of talent
maintained by the committee’'s rec-
ommendation.

Lastly, if Members are just inter-
ested in saving money, the most dol-
lars will be saved by the committee’s
recommendations, $141,649,285 more
than the President recommended. So if
that is your interest, support the com-
mittee bill.

We are going to have an opportunity
shortly to hear about the President's
program and what it will cut out, and
that will be discussed later. But the
most dollars will be saved by the com-
mittee program, and if Members are
concerned about saving dollars, my
guess is we will have this thing around
again, and there will be more opportu-
nities this year to vote on rescissions.

Mr. Chairman, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, this is the best rescis-
sion bill that has been presented to the
Congress since 1974 when the Budget
Impoundment and Control Act was
passed. Prior to this time when we re-
ceived rescission requests from the
President, those requests were consid-
ered by the subcommittee when the
hearings were being held, and if ap-
proved they would be forwarded in the
regular appropriations bill. This is a
separate bill. It is the largest stand-
alone rescission bill that has ever been
considered Mr. Chairman, we rec-
ommend this bill to the Committee.

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Mr. Chairman,
| am pleased that today this body will vote on
real spending cuts. H.R. 4990 represents the
first time in my career that the House of Rep-
resentatives is debating and voting a piece of
legislation which will reduce Federal spending.
This legislation contains funding cuts for many
programs. However, the majority of the sav-
ings, about 85 percent of them, are made from
cuts in Defense appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, as the ranking Republican on
the Defense Industrial Base Panel | have ex-
amined closely the effect the proposed de-
fense reductions will have on our defense in-
dustrial base. As you know, the conclusions
we reached were complex and did not have
simple solutions—to be frank, a Band-Aid ap-
proach not only won't work, but it is dan-
gerous. Let’s not repeat history and simply cut
for the sake of a peace dividend.

Albeit, there are some industries that can
make the transition despite the distinct dif-
ference between the commercial and defense
industry. However, there are others that are
unique and, therefore, require a unique ap-
proach. One of these is the shipbuilding indus-
try—more specifically submarines. Simply put,
it is not a technology that can be easily trans-
ferred to many other applications besides de-
fense. As a result, we risk the possibility of not
only losing the technological base, but also
jeopardizing our countries’ national security.

The skills that are needed to build sub-
marines cannot be learned overnight. They

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

have taken years to reach this level, a level
which has given our country superiority on the
seas unmatched by any other country. While
communism may be gone, the weapons of
mass destruction it produced are not—and
that includes submarines. Our ability to deter
aggression relies on our strengths and our
ability to rapidly respond.

By halting production, even on a temporary
basis, we cannot expect those skills to sur-
vive. People are not something you put on a
shelf and take down next time they are need-
ed. Not only will we lose the confidence of the
people who design and produce submarines,
but we also lose the ability to reconstitute in
time of conflict. The loss of one shipyard will
ensure that those abilities are lost.

Aside from my concerns with the defense
industrial base, | am very supportive of this
bill. 1 am, and have been, a supporter of the
constitutional amendment to require a bal-
anced budget. | hope that the House con-
ferees will give serious consideration to includ-
ing the Senate's provision on a balanced
budget amendment in the legislation they re-
port back to the House of Representatives.

1 will vote for this bill which is the first oppor-
tunity | have had in Congress to further reduce
the level of Federal spending, especially
wasteful spending. | believe this is an impor-
tant first step in regaining control of Federal
spending levels.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, what is encour-
aging about the legislation before us today is
that we are talking about culting spending,
rather than adding to it. It is a refreshing
change around here.

The looting and burning of Los Angeles pre-
dictably has brought about calls for more Gov-
ernment spending.

The cry is heard in the land: “Don't just
stand there—spend something!”

But rescissions remind us that spending
more is not synonymous with doing more—at
least not in government.

The true art of government consists not in
how much is spent but in how effective gov-
ernment policy is.

Quality of ideas, not quantity of dollars, is
the mark of good government. Let's keep that
in mind in the weeks and months ahead.

With a deficit of nearly $400 billion staring
us in the face, spending reductions ought to
comprise 90 percent of our deliberations.

Of course, they do not, but the fact that we
are considering any reductions at all is a sig-
nificant breakthrough.

It is a breakthrough due completely to the
President's leadership.

Had the President not proposed any rescis-
sions, this legislation before us would never
have existed. In fact, the majority seems to
have tried to one-up the President by adding
an extra amount to his original proposals.

To that | say, great. If we could keep the
momentum flowing in this direction, we would
not need a balanced budget amendment.

But | know better than to dream on for too
long.
r;g fact, the rule prohibiting amendments de-
signed to expand the reductions contained in
the bill, no doubt, reflects the true sentiment
on the other side of the aisle. Far be it for the
majority to let this process get out of hand.

If the President’s rescissions not included in
the committee bill were added to it, we would
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be saving the taxpayers over $11 billion.
What's wrong with allowing that to be offered?
Why are we prohibited from undertaking fur-
ther reductions on an appropriations bill?

Is the majority afraid that cost-cutling may
prove contagious and that we might be hit by
an epidemic of frugality? | fear some of us
have long since proven to be immune to such
a contagion, but you never can tell.

So | am glad we are following the Presi-
dent's lead in cutting excessive spending by
nearly $6 billion. | think it would be good, how-
ever, if we went a step further by cutting $11
billion and really doing ourselves proud.

As they used to say: Try it, you'll like it.

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to
object to a provision in the appropriations re-
scissions bill, H.R. 4990, which would rescind
1 percent, $405 million, of the remaining fiscal
year 1992 funds for the Low-Income Heating
Assistance Program [LIHEAP].

It is hard to believe that | must speak about
the importance of these funds and fight to
have them preserved. Aside from having
enough to eat, what is more fundamental than
having heat in the winter?

This is the second time | have fought for
this funding. Last year's Labor/HHS appropria-
tions bill cut LIHEAP funding overall and de-
layed $405 million in funding until the final day
of fiscal year 1992. However, the bill language
urged States to go ahead and obligate the
necessary funds under the assumption that
the Federal Government would return the
money on the final day of fiscal year 1992.
Rescinding this $405 million would result in
the elimination of these promised funds and
leave the States to make up the difference.

It is now May. It is spring. Here in Washing-
ton it may be warm, but in Massachusetts they
are still running the heat. Many of the house-
holds that received money from LIHEAP to
supplement their heating bills this past winter
had no other means for paying these bills.
Most of them ran out of money for heat long
before the LIHEAP season ended last month.

The only reason some of these households
received LIHEAP money in the first place was
because the States covered the expected
Federal dollars. They are expecting payment
on September 30, 1992.

This sends a clear message to the States.
Which States are going to continue to spend
money to cover LIHEAP now that they see the
Federal funds being withdrawn? Without ade-
quate funding from the Federal or State Gov-
emments, how is LIHEAP going to provide
people with heat?

| am a cosponsor of House Concurrent Res-
olution 282, which expresses the belief that
LIHEAP should be funded at a level greater
than or equal to the fiscal year 1992 level of
$1.6 billion. It has the bipartisan support of
170 Members which is encouraging.

This country spends a lot of money on a lot
of things that are of questionable necessity.
But in 1990, 46 percent of the elderly receiv-
ing fuel assistance in Massachusetls went an
average of 4 days without heat. In fiscal year
1992, 25 percent of the LIHEAP caseload in
Massachusetts consisted of first-time appli-
cants.

The situation is bad and it is getting worse.
| guarantee that if any person in this Chamber
went home for 4 days and had no heat, |
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would no longer have to plead for money for
LIHEAP.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Chairman, | rise in sup-
port of H.R. 4990 and in opposition to the
amendment that would substitute the Presi-
dent’s rescission package. My colleagues on
the Appropriations Committee have responded
to the deficit pressures we are facing and
identified $5.8 billion to be cut—$142 million
more than proposed by the President.

In the face of $1.5 trillion budgets, $400 bil-
lion deficits, and nearly $4 trillion of debt—
three-fourths of which has been piled up since
1981—both of these rescission proposals are
small change. Either package would only cut
the deficit by 1.4 percent and reduce the na-
tional debt by an irrelevant 0.002 percent.

Once again, we have a President demand-
ing that Congress upset the balance of powers
as laid out in the Constitution by giving him a
line-item veto, but when the time comes to ac-
tually put some serious spending cuts on the
table, the results are far from impressive.

While neither package will solve our deficit
problems, the differences between the two
packages does illustrate the differences in pri-
orities between Democrats in Congress and
the President. Both proposals make roughly
85 percent of their cuts in defense programs,
but the Democratic plan cuts $124 million from
foreign aid while the President’s plan would
only cut domestic programs. In addition, the
Democratic plan cuts $20 million from the
House's own funds, but the President's pro-
posal failed to offer any similar cuts in the
growing White House budget.

The time has come for both parties to level
with the American people about the deficit.
The deficit is a tremendous drain on our econ-
omy, and there are no easy ways to balance
the budget. While we frequently hear cam-
paign pledges that we can balance the budg-
ets simply by cutting waste, without either
painful spending cuts or new taxes, these re-
scission packages only accomplish 1 percent
of that tax. Similarly, during the 1990 budget
debate, no one was willing and/or able to offer
a detailed plan to cut spending by enough to
reach the budget summit goal of $100 billion
a year.

After so much rhetoric about cutting waste
and so few results, | think the time has come
to ask, “Where's the pork?” If no one can or
will identify enough waste to reduce the deficit,
we must we prepared to refocus the debate
on choosing between cutling popular pro-
grams or raising unpopular taxes.

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Chairman, | rise today
in support of the Defense Appropriations Sub-
committee’s decision to reinstate funding for
the second Seawolf submarine.

Few will argue with the need to downsize
defense. However, with our future Defense
needs unclear, Defense cuts must be carried
out with careful precision; not with blind
swings of an ax. The Seawolf represents the
finest submarine technology in the world. Can-
celing the program after one submarine will
deal a critical blow to this country’s ability to
produce submarines and is unfair to the work-
ers and communities affected.

By ending the program now, we would for-
feit the industrial base which has taken years
to assemble and threaten the construction of
the next class of submarines later this decade.
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We cannot afford to dismantle our Defense in-
frastructure. It has taken decades to assemble
such a wealth of skill and knowledge. If this
brain trust is allowed to disperse, it will be dif-
ficult—if not impossible—to reassemble it.
With the spread of submarine technology, in-
cluding in such troublesome regions as the
Persian Gulf, we cannot afford to relinquish
our strategic advantage in this area.

Recently, comments from President Bush's
own staff have suggested that canceling the
Seawolf is a mistake. The subcommittee’s de-
cision tumed the fide in favor of those who be-
lieve in the program. We must continue the
fight. We must maintain our ability to build the
next generation of submarines in the 1990’s.
Ending the Seawolf program prematurely
would deal a near-fatal blow to that capabifitr.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 4990, rescinding certain
budget authority for fiscal year 1992. | com-
mend Chairman WHITTEN and his committee
for their prompt action on H.R. 4990 which re-
scinds $5,805 million in budget authority, $118
million more than the President requested.
The Congressional Budget Office [CBO] esti-
mated outlay savings of $1,506 million in fiscal
year 1992 and $1,346 million in fiscal year
1993. These 99 separate rescissions con-
tained in 68 special messages were transmit-
ted to Congress on March 10, March 20, and
on April 8. Of this amount, $2,571 million was
included in whole or part in the President's
proposals, and $3,234 million was initiated by
the Appropriations Committee.

H.F?.Fl 4990 includes $4.9 bilion for De-
fense—almost the same amount as the Presi-
dent’s request but reflecting different priorities.
The bill rescinds $735 million in° domestic
spending and $124 million in foreign aid. This
bill demonstrates a responsible action by the
Appropriations Committee in a timely manner.

According to the General Accounting Office
[GAQ], the record of Congress in terms of
passing rescissions during the Reagan and
Bush administrations has been excellent. Con-
gress has passed more rescissions in dollar
terms than requested since 1980. | am attach-
ing for the record a comparison of total con-
gressional action on rescissions and total pro-
posed rescissions requested by the President
for fiscal years 1981 through 1992.

The total dollar amount of rescissions re-
quested in fiscal years 1981 to 1992—as of
February 26, 1992—was $48.9 billion. The
total amount of rescissions enacted in those
fiscal years totaled $49.3 billion.

| urge passage of H.R. 4990.

COMPARISON OF TOTAL CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON RE-
SCISSIONS AND TOTAL PROPOSED RESCISSIONS BY
PRESIDENT

Total dollat Total dallar

amaunt pro- amount of re- :m?;::j
Fiscal year posed by Presi-  scission en- “Iéd by

dent for rescis-  acted by Con- Con
sion gress s
$16,700,000  $1,382,377,000 8218
4859251000  1,322,955,000 a7
554,258,000  2,835.447,000 512
143,100,000 214,366,000 150
0 3BE0653067 ...
5.835800,000 5735509675 98
10.126,900,000  6811,660,000 67
1.854.800,000  5,624,773,000 303
636,400,000  2,236,890.000 351
1.569.000,000 280,605,100 18
1507400000 4382413000 9%
15,361,900,000 14,578,526,150 95
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COMPARISON OF TOTAL CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON RE-
SCISSIONS AND TOTAL PROPOSED RESCISSIONS BY
PRESIDENT—Continued

Total dollar

Total dollar Percent-

amount pro- amount of re- e e
Fiscal year posed by Presi- scission en- alfed by
dent for rescis-  acled by Con- CoRgress
sion press ire
Total oo, 48,865,509,000  49,276,174,992 101

As of February 26, 1992.
Source: General Accounting Office.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
opposition to the proposed rescission of
$7.677 million in funds for the Public Tele-
communications Facilities Program [PTFP] for
fiscal year 1992. I

Administered by the National Telecommuni-
cations and Information Administration in the
Department of Commerce, PTFP is a competi-
tive matching grant program that supports the
construction and maintenance of public tele-
vision and radio facilities. Since its inception,
the program has been extremely successful in
extending the reach and quality of public
broadcasting to underserved areas. PTFP
grants enable applicants, many from rural and
minority areas, to construct broadcast facilities
to serve the needs and interests of their local
communities. Moreover, PTFP has made
grants specifically targeted to increasing the
participation of minorities and women in public
broadcasting. And as part of the House’s most
recent authorization legislation for public
broadcasting, PTFP has been directed to en-
hance the provision of public telecommuni-
cations services to underserved audiences, in-
cluding deaf and hearing-impaired and blind
and visually impaired people.

Not only does PTFP work to extend the
reach of public broadcasting, but the grant
program also funds initiatives to develop inno-
vative uses of educational telecommuni-
cations. In the past, PTFP has supported in-
structional telecommunications services for
educational institutions and nonprofit organiza-
tions. And in 1992, PTFP began to solicit pro-
posals for a major telecommunications edu-
cational program that would coordinate a wide
array of technologies and services to link edu-
cational institutions on the local, State, and
national level. As it becomes increasingly clear
that America's international competitiveness is
dependent on improving our educational sys-
tem, the importance of PTFP’s continued com-
mitment to educational initiatives cannot be
understated.

Despite the programs’ enormous successes,
PTFP’s work is far from finished—today, fully
14 percent of the Nation is not yet served by
public radio and 6 percent live beyond the
reach of public television. And in 1991, a lack
of available funds meant that some 66 percent
of the total dollars requested by applicants
were not granted.

Few in this body would dispute that extend-
ing the reach of public broadcasting and fund-
ing educational telecommunications initiatives
are laudable goals. However, Mr. Chairman,
the legislation before us today would greatly
undermine the ability of PTFP to help realize
these important objectives. The proposed
$7.677 million rescission would cut PTFP's
funding by one-third, which, according to some
estimates, would prevent the funding of 46
projects in fiscal year 1992. Such attempts to
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cut PTFP funding are nothing new—through-
out the 1980's and 1990's the Reagan and
Bush administrations annually have attempted
to zero out PTFP funding. Congress repeat-
edly has rejected these proposals and has
demonstrated its steadfast support for public
broadcasting by continuing to provide fair
funding for this important program. The House
again affirmed its commitment to PTFP and
public broadcasting last November by passing
unanimously H.R. 2977, the Public Tele-
communications Act of 1991, which authorized
funding for the PTFP at $42 million for fiscal
years 1992, 1993, and 1994.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on Tele-
communications and Finance, | have had a
unique opportunity to witness the significant
advances in public broadcasting made pos-
sible by PTFP funding. | am convinced that
PTFP is deserving of its full $22.9 million ap-
propriation for fiscal year 1992, and that this
proposed rescission would be a devastating
blow to this important program and to public
broadcasting as a whole. For this reason, |
urge my colleagues to oppose the PTFP
budget rescission.

Mr. GRADISON. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
support of this bill. The bill reported by the Ap-
propriations Committee would rescind $5.8 bil-
lion in budget authority for fiscal year 1992.
The associated outlay reduction will reduce
the fiscal year 1992 deficit by $1.3 billion. With
a fiscal year 1992 deficit now projected to be
around $370 billion, every dollar of unneces-
sary spending that can be eliminated is impor-
tant. The Appropriations Committees should
be commended for their efforts to develop a
responsible spending reduction bill.

This bill reduces spending slightly more than
requested by the President in his rescission
proposals considered by the committee, but
even more could be saved. The committee did
not consider the $2.2 billion in defense rescis-
sions transmitted by the President which are
not included in this bill, another $5.4 billion
could be saved and the total BA reduction
could be nearly doubled to $11.2 billion.

Despite the apparent good start at spending
reduction, let us not feel ourselves into think-
ing that every dollar rescinded by this bill rep-
resents a real reduction in spending. In many
instances, the Appropriations Committee has
simply recognized reality and rescinded funds
that are no longer needed for their intended
purpose. There is nothing wrong with doing
this, but it is certainly nothing to brag about.

Other reductions, such as the reduction in
funds available for delayed obligations in the
Labor/HHS appropriation, simply remove
spending authority which should never have
been provided in the first place. Unfortunately,
this bill rescinds only $18 million of the $4 bil-
lion in delayed obligations contained in the fis-
cal year 1992 appropriation. The entire
amount should be rescinded because there is
not enough room under the fiscal year 1993
spending cap to meet both these delayed obli-
gations and legitimate fiscal year 1993 spend-
ing needs.

Budgeting necessarily requires hard choices
about spending priorities. The fact that we are
returning after only a few months to rethink
some of the choices made last autumn does
not make our job any easier. | urge my col-
leagues to vote for this bill not because it is
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good politics, but because it is the responsible
thing to do.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. Chairman, | rise today to
express my support for the rescission propos-
als offered by President Bush. | voted in favor
of his proposals because | strongly believe in
the importance and necessity of cutting unnec-
essary spending to reduce the Federal budget
deficit, and | wish that the House had ap-
proved the President’s rescission package.

Once the House rejected the President's
proposals, | reluctantly voted in support of the
Committee's package. However, due to my
serious concern about the cuts in low-income
home energy assistance and lowbush blue-
berry research, | will be working with the con-
ference committee to draft a final version of
this legislation that does not include these two
ill-advised cuts.

Rather than targeting some of the most
wasteful programs, the committee’s package
makes across-the-board cuts in many impor-
tant programs. | cannot believe that we are
willing to cut low-income energy assistance, fi-
nancial aid for higher education, and compen-
satory education in order to save a submarine
program that President Bush, Defense Sec-
retary Cheney and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, Colin Powell, all believe is un-
necessary.

In fact, the Appropriations Committee's pro-
posals turns the so-called peace dividend on
its head. According to the committee, we now
need to cut low-income fuel assistance and
some education programs in order to protect
certain components of the defense budget.

The method by which these worthy pro-
grams were chosen for rescission while other
low-priority projects were left untouched in the
House package was irrational. It is obvious
that the merits of each program considered for
rescission were not analyzed carefully as part
of a coherent plan to reduce spending.

Instead, political games were played. The
House cut Senate-sponsored programs in its
package and the Senate acted similarly. Each
party tried to protect its own interests.

My colleagues, | ask you, is this the right
way to reduce spending and the Federal defi-
cit? We need to put an end to partisan bicker-
ing and politics as usual to protect American
taxpayers and to halt the growth of the budget
deficit. Only when we are willing to work to-
gether will truly meaningful cuts be made in
Federal spending.

| was particularly distressed to see that the
committee decided to rescind $4 million for the
Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Pro-
gram. With the inclusion of a cut in LIHEAP,
Congress has pushed its scalpel past the fat
to the vulnerable heart of meaningful Govern-
ment programs.

The confusion generated by the committee’s
decision becomes more profound as one
takes a short step back to examine recent
LIHEAP funding history. As the House de-
bated fiscal year 1992 funding for LIHEAP last
year, it was pointed out that less than 25 per-
cent of eligible households were served by the
program. For those few receiving benefits, the
Government payment amounted to less than
25 percent of the recipients’ home energy
bills. The majority of the people who received
LIHEAP funds during fiscal year 1991 were
families with incomes under $6,000 per year.
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Against this backdrop of sheer need, the Con-
gress agreed last year to cut the amount of
funds available to poor families in the winter of
fiscal year 1992 by approximately $500 mil-
lion.

As if this cut wasn't enough, the President,
in his latest budget, proposed delaying nearly
$800 million of a total $1 billion LIHEAP allo-
cation until the last day of the fiscal year,
meaning that less than $300 million would be
available next winter, when, of course, people
need heating assistance.

My colleagues, look at the numbers over the
past 3 fiscal years—$1.6 billion, $1.1 billion,
and if the President’s budget holds, $300 mil-
lion.

Now, it appears that some in this body
would like to whittle an extra $4 million off the
spare block of funding currently held in re-
serve for fiscal year 1992 until the last day of
the fiscal year. It might appear that since
these funds were not available this past win-
ter, they have no real utility. On the contrary,
they have been spent already. Qil dealers and
utilities in Maine have extended credit to their
poorer customers to help them get through the
winter, in anticipation of upcoming LIHEAP
payments. Being businesses, they need to
cover their costs, however, and now they are
looking for the money owed to them. The
community action agencies which disburse
LIHEAP payments on the local level receive
frantic phone calls from LIHEAP recipients
whose bills are now due. The State of Maine,
in response to the urgent demand, is trying to
take out a loan backed by the held-over re-
serve to meet payments already incurred
throughout the winter. Because the State will
have to pay interest on the loan, the poor citi-
zens of Maine will receive less actual heating
assistance for the money allotted them by the
Federal Government.

Mr. Chairman, this body has once again en-
tered the theater of the absurd. We are voting
to cut a program for the desperately poor and
for which demand has increased greatly dur-
ing the rescission, but for which funding has
steadily decreased over the past 2 years. We
are voting to cut money that in many cases
has already been spent. While | am pleased
with most of the committee’s choices on the
rescission list, | am dumfounded by the inclu-
sion of LIHEAP. LIHEAP isn't pork. It's not
water subsidies to big farmers, or tobacco
subsidies, or someone's favorite road project,
or some other unauthorized budgetary goodie.
LIHEAP helps to keep old, the young, and the
destitute warm in winter, and when this body
takes up legislation on LIHEAP in the Labor-
HHS appropriations bill later this year, it must
be strengthened.

By voting for both packages, | have been
forced to make tough choices. Less than
$200,000 in fiscal year 1992 appropriations for
lowbush blueberry research has been pro-
posed for rescission in both the President's
and the committee’s package. | fully believe
that this program is deserving of the funds
which it had been appropriated.

When proposing this project for rescission,
the administration asserted that “This project
on weed, insect and disease control, and re-
mote sensing management of lowbush blue-
berries was not peer-reviewed or competitively
awarded. It is not nationally significant, and di-
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rect beneficiaries were not required to contrib-
ute to the funding.” Simply put: These claims
are not true.

Before funding was requested, the proposed
research was reviewed by many experts, spe-
cifically an interdisciplinary research council at
the University of Maine and an industry advi-
sory committee established by Maine law.
These groups ensured that only the most
needed studies were included in the research
funded by these moneys.

Because the lowbush, or wild, blueberry is
unique from other species, research done on
blueberries in other parts of the country is not
transferable to wild blueberries. While Maine
produces 98 percent of wild blueberries in the
United States, these berries represent 50 per-
cent of the total North American crop, thus
representing a significant portion of this Na-
tion's supply.

In addition, the direct beneficiary of this
funding, namely the wild blueberry industry,
does confribute funding to the research. For
fiscal year 1992, the industry will contribute
$111,300 in funding, and in a measure of
State support, the University of Maine will con-
tribute approximately $300,000.

Furthermore, this program is a good invest-
ment for the Government. It aids an industry
that is constantly growing and providing more
jobs for an area which has had longstanding
economic difficulties. The industry has grown
from a $24 million industry in 1980 to a $86
million industry in 1990.

This growth is directly correlated to the re-
search done at the Maine Agricultural Experi-
ment Station. Additionally, it is clear from
these facts that this research is peer-reviewed,
nationally as well as regionally significant, and
is supported financially by the beneficiaries.
For these reasons, its funding should not be
rescinded.

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, | will be support-
ing H.R. 4990, the appropriations rescission
bill as passed by the House Appropriations
Committee but | do so deeply regretting the
committee’s recommendation to rescind 1 per-
cent of the remaining fiscal year 1992 funding
for the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance
Program [LIHEAP]. | understand that in these
difficult times all programs must share equally
in the budget cutbacks. But | also believe that
the LIHEAP Program has already taken its
share of cuts and to further reduce this fund-
ing would permanently weaken our ability to
provide this necessary service.

Last year's Labor-HHS appropriations bill
cut LIHEAP funding overall and delayed $405
million in funding until the final day of this fis-
cal year. The report to accompany that bill
urged States to, in effect, make up this short-
fall by obligating both the regular and the de-
layed funding. Many States did just that so as
not to leave families without heat during that
critical time. These States made this decision
with the understanding that this funding would
be available at the end of the year.

The proposed LIHEAP rescission we will be
voting on today will leave these States holding
the bag. Those States who borrowed money
from other State accounts to make up the
LIHEAP shortfall will be unable to repay those
funds. And we will be unable to convince any
State to once again make advance funding
available for this critical program.
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President Bush's proposal would continue
this dangerous cycle by asking us to hold
$800 million in LIHEAP funds until the last day
of fiscal year 1993. That may make us feel
better by making our budget numbers look
better, but such a plan would just set a trap
for next year.

I will not object to the Appropriations Com-

mittee LIHEAP proposal as part of this overall
bill. However, | will strongly encourage my col-
leagues from the House to agree in con-
ference with the Senate LIHEAP rec-
ommendation. And | will also urge for full fund-
ing for fiscal year 1993 with no delay in fund-
ing.
LIHEAP has proven successful in helping
low-income and elderly citizens afford energy
and energy savings improvements in their
homes. It is one of the only grants available to
the working poor and recently unemployed
families.

To the estimated 25,000 families LIHEAP
serves in Rhode Island, this program is a
badly needed safety net that provides them
with financial assistance in paying their utility
bills.

The lack of adequate funding for LIHEAP af-
fects all consumers. with the mandated mora-
torium in effect on utility service terminations
during the winter months, these consumers
continue to receive gas service at least
through the winter. If consumers are unable to
meet their bills, the cost of providing gas serv-
ice is continued part of a utility's cost of serv-
ice and that burden is then shared by all cus-
tomers of that utility.

| urge all my colleagues to join me in de-
manding restoration of LIHEAP funding. This
program is far too important for this type of
smoke-and-mirror budget games.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general
debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill is con-
sidered as having been read for amend-
ment under the 5-minute rule.

Pursuant to the rule, the amendment
printed in part 1 of House Report 102-
514 is considered as having been adopt-
ed.

The text of H.R. 4990 as amended, is
as follows:

H.R. 4990

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the following rescis-
sions of budget authority are made, namely:

TITLE I
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, RURAL

DEVELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG AD-

MINISTRATION, AND RELATED AGEN-

CIES

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
ANIMAL AND PLANT HEALTH INSPECTION
SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-142, $100,000 are re-
scinded for cattail management in North Da-
kota.

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this

heading in Public Law 102-142, $531,000 are re-
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scinded for special research grants, as fol-
lows:

Integrated orchard management, $49,000;

Leafy spurge biocontrol, $125,000;

Lowbush blueberry research, $185,000;

Mink feeding and reproduction research,
$46,000;

Seedless table grapes, $50,000; and

Urban pest research, $76,000.

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-142, $1,125,000 are
rescinded for Buildings and Facilities, Coop-
erative State Research Service, as follows:

Animal care facility, $250,000;

Building consolidation, $500,000; and

Food processing plant, $375,000.

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL LIBRARY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-142, $462,000 are re-
scinded. Such funds were made available for
a grant for agricultural law research and in-
formation at the Leflar School of Law.

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION
BALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-142, $10,031,000 are
rescinded. Such funds were made available
for ADP related activities.

TITLE IT
DEPARTMENTS OF COMMERCE, JUSTICE,
AND STATE, THE JUDICIARY AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
NATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS AND

INFORMATION ADMINISTRATION
PUBLIC TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES,

PLANNING AND CONSTRUCTION

{RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-140, $7,677,000 are
rescinded.

RELATED AGENCIES
BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL
BROADCASTING
ISRAEL RELAY STATION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-162, $13,748,000 are
rescinded.

TITLE III
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
MILITARY PERSONNEL
MILITARY PERSONNEL, ARMY
(RESCISBION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

General Defense Intelligence Program,
$432,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

General Defense Intelligence FProgram,
$5,370,000;

Consolidated
$6.,900,000;

Fort Riley Railroad Study. $6,800,000;

Cryptologic Program,
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Airborne and Special Operations Museum,
$4,000,000;

National D-Day Museum, $4,000,000; and

Manhattan, Kansas Airport Study, $250,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

General Defense Intelligence Program,
$8,361,000;
Consolidated Cryptologic Program,
$8,300,000;

Naval Undersea Museum, $1,750,000;

U.8.8. Blueback Museum, $1,600,000; and

Greenbank Naval Observatory, $900,000.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

General Defense Intelligence Program,
$30,946,000; and

Consolidated Cryptologic Program,
$6,400,000.
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE
AGENCIES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

General Defense Intelligence Program,
$14,970,000;

Consolidated
$3,000,000;

Coordinator for Drug Enforcement Policy
and Support, $1,000,000;

Cryptologic Program,

Coordinated Care implementation,
$50,000,000;
Charleston Harbor Management Plan,
$500,000; and

Legacy Resource Management Program,
$15,000,000.

PROCUREMENT
AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, ARMY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amount:

Miscellaneous unobligated balances,
$22,000,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-511, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

Miscellaneous unobligated balances,
$7,270,000; and

MPLH deployment kits, $13,100,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-165, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amount:

Miscellaneous unobligated balances,
$21,800,000.
MISSILE PROCUREMENT, ARMY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amount:

Miscellaneous unobligated balances,

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED

COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this

heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
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funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:
Bradley Fighting WVehicle (advance pro-
curement), $50,000,000.
PROCUREMENT OF AMMUNITION, ARMY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made avallable under this
heading in Public Law 102-28, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

25mm M919, $23,300,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

HMX, $1,000,000; and

ET fuze MT762, $22,000,000.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, ARMY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

National Training Center Support,
$5,900,000; and

General Defense Intelligence Program,
$1,000,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-165, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

PSYOP Equipment (SOF), $1,300,000.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

E-2C advance procurement, $39,000,000; and

T-45 program, $40,000,000.

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

Personal defense weapon, $11,638,000; and

Allegheny Ballistics Lab, $13,200,000.

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-511, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

SSN-21 advance procurement, $179,400,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

S8N-21 advance procurement, $375,500,000;
and

S8N-21, $1,314,700,000.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

S8N-21, $189,400,000;

SURTASS, $4,000,000;

AN/SLQ-32(V), $1,300,000;

AN/SQR-~18, $5,000,000; and

Intelligence Support Equipment, $2,453,000.

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made awvailable under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:
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155mm ADAM, $40,200,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-511, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

AAVTAL product improvement, $6,500,000;

Telecommunications equipment, $5,500,000;
and

Amphibious fuel system, $2,500,000.

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made awvailable under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

V(C-137 Replacement aircraft, $7,012,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-165, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

AC-130U Gunship (SOF), $9,000,000.

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

Peacekeeper (M-X), $73,000,000;

Advanced Cruise Missile, $130,000,000;

Advanced Cruise Missile modifications,
$12,000,000; and \

Spares and Repair Parts, ACM, $22,642,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-165, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

SRAM 11, $6,415,000.

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

Selected Activities, $140,100,000; and

Intelligence Production Activity,
$2,124,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-165, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

Miscellaneous Equipment (SOF), $1,100,000.

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

Classified Equipment, $13,900,000.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND

EVALUATION
RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, ARMY
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

Medium Tactical Vehicles (Cab over
HMMWV), $2,500,000;

Light Armed Scout Helicopter, $11,500,000;

Advanced Tank Cannon (ATAC), $6,000,000;

Tractor Jewel, $60,000,000;

Tractor Pull, $16,000,000;

Tractor Helm, $68,300,000;

Neuroscience Center, $10,000,000; and

Forward Area Air Defense (FAAD),
$51,000,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-511, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:
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Anti-Satellite Weapon (ASAT), $10,000,000;

Combat Vehicle Improvement Program,
$5,000,000;

Other Missile Product Improvement Pro-
gram, $1,000,000; and :

Fiber Optic Guided Missile (FOG-M),
$10,000,000.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, NAVY

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

Centurion Submarine, $23,000,000;

Advanced Nuclear Reactor Component Sys-
tems, $18,000,000;

Trident IT, $23,000,000;

EMPRESS II Testing, $10,000,000;

MEK-30 Target, $10,000,000;

Advanced Submarine Systems, $10,000,000;

Retract Elm, $50,000,000;

Aegis Combat System Engineering,
$10,000,000;

Submarine Sonar Development, $2,000,000;

Submarine Support Equipment, $10,000,000;

Anti-Air Warfare/Anti-Submarine Warfare
Technology, $1,400,000;

Ship Towed Array, $6,100,000;
Industrial Preparedness
Workforce Training), $5,000,000;

Industrial Preparedness (Metal Spray
Forming), $9,000,000;

Industrial Preparedness
Propulsors), $3,000,000;

Joint Advanced Systems, $140,000,000; and

Tactical Reconnaissance and Surveillance,
$3,656,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-511, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

Ship Development, $1,000,000;

Mine Countermeasures, $4,000,000;

Support Equipment, $6,000,000;

P-3, $20,000,000;

A-12, $20,000,000;

Consolidated Electronic Warfare, $4,000,000;

Ship Subsystem Development, $1,000,000;

Mine Countermeasures, $5,000,000;

Fixed Distributed System, $5,000,000; and

Target Systems Development, $3,000,000.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE

(Acquisition

(Submarine

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

Advanced Tactical Fighter, $50,000,000;

Advanced Strategic Missile System,
$10,000,000;

Special Projects, $157,000,000;

B-52 Squadrons, $3,000,000;

Night Precision Attack, $20,000,000;

Forest Green, $2,400,000;

Marywood College, $10,000,000;

Special Activities, $235,000,000; and

Range Improvements (Poker
$10,000,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-511, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

Advanced Cruise Missile, $2,000,000;

SRAM II—Engineering Development,
$4,000,000;

SRAM-T, $2,000,000; and

Special Activities, $16,000,000.

Flats),
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

CV-22, £9,900,000;

Defense Nuclear Agency, $30,000,000;

U.8, Japan Management Training,
$9,700,000;

Non-AASERT Scientist and Engineer
Training, $15,000,000;

Strategic Environmental R&D, $50,000,000;

AIM-9 Consolidated Program, $40,000,000;

Non-Acoustic ASW, $10,000,000;

Manufacturing Technology, $100,000,000;

OSD Support, $20,000,000;

NATO R&D, $28,000,000;

Cryptologic Activities, $5,700,000;

Selected Activities, $19,700,000;

Joint Simulation, $20,000,000;

Manufacturing Managers in the Classroom,
$5,000,000;

Kansas State Unlversity, $7,700,000;

University of Wisconsin, $1,600,000;

Boston University, $29,000,000;

Medical College of Ohio, $250,000;

University of South Carolina, $500,000;

New Mexico State University, $3,000,000;

University of Texas at Austin, $6,000,000;

Northeastern University, $6,000,000;

Texas Regional Institute for Environ-
mental Studies, $5,000,000;

George Mason University, $750,000;

Monmouth College, $2,300,000;

University of Minnesota, $10,000,000;

University of Saint Thomas, $500,000;

Brandeis University, $2,000,000;

Oregon Graduate Institute, $1,300,000; and

Institute for Advanced Science and Tech-
nology, $10,000,000.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 101-511, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing programs in the specified amounts:

Critical Technologies Institute, $4,900,000;

Manufacturing Technology, $3,000,000;

Strategic Environmental R&D, $69,000,000;

Balanced Technology Initiative, $5,000,000;

Joint Standoff Weapons, $5,000,000; and

Management Headquarters, $1,000,000.

DEFENSE BUSINESS OPERATIONS FUND
REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

Pentagon Reservation Maintenance Re-
volving Fund, $82,900,000.

RELATED AGENCIES
INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY STAFF
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-172, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing program in the specified amount:

Intelligence Community Staff, $5,000,000.

TITLE IV
ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOPMENT
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS—CIVIL
GENERAL EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-104, $500,000 are re-
scinded.
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
GENERAL SCIENCE AND RESEARCH ACTIVITIES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-104, $3,350,000 are
rescinded: Provided, That the amount for
project 92-G-302, Fermilab main injector, is
reduced to $11,650,000.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-104, $500,000 are re-
scinded.

TITLE V
FOREIGN OPERATIONS, EXPORT

FINANCING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS
MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE

FUNDS APFROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading by Public Law 101-513, $32,500,000 are
rescinded.

CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTER-AMERICAN
DEVELOPMENT BANK
INTER-AMERICAN INVESTMENT CORPORATION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available by Public Law
102-145 as amended for the Inter-American
Investment Corporation, $2,000,000 are re-
scinded.

INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS
(RESCISBION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading by Public Law 101-513, $100,000 are
rescinded.

BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT
DEOBLIGATION/REOBLIGATION AUTHORITY

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available by Public Law
102-145 as amended, and by prior Acts provid-
ing funding for foreign operations, export fi-
nancing, and related programs for fiscal
years prior to fiscal year 1992, under the fol-
lowing headings: “Agriculture, rural devel-
opment, and nutrition, Development Assist-
ance", ‘““Private sector, environment, and en-
ergy, Development Assistance', ‘‘Sub-Saha-
ran Africa, Development Assistance’ and
“Economic Support Fund'', $6,320,000 are re-
scinded: Provided, That this rescission shall
be made from funds deobligated but contin-
ued available by sections 515 or 517 of any
such Act (or by any other provision of such
Act providing “‘deobligation/reobligation au-
thority' or “availability of funds’): Provided
further, That the same proportion of the un-
obligated balance of the funds continued
available for each such heading pursuant to
this paragraph shall be rescinded.

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
{RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available by Public Law
102-145 as amended for “Operating Expenses
of the Agency for International Develop-
ment”, $40,975 are rescinded.

ECONOMIC SUPPORT FUND
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available by Public Law
102-145 as amended for the Economic Support
Fund which are not earmarked, $1,100,000 are
rescinded.
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MILITARY ASSISTANCE
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT

INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND
TRAINING

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available by Public Law
102-145 as amended for “‘International Mili-
tary Education and Training”, $1,905,000 are
rescinded.

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM
(RESCISSION)

Of the grant funds made available by Pub-
lic Law 102-145 as amended for the “Foreign
Military Financing Program’', $56,100,000 are
rescinded: Provided, That none of the funds
made available by Public Law 102-145 as
amended for the “Foreign Military Financ-
ing Program” shall be obligated or expended
for Peru: Provided jfurther, That no ear-
marked funds shall be rescinded except that
up to $5,100,000 of the funds made available
by Public Law 102-145 as amended by and
earmarked only for Turkey through the pro-
visions of Public Law 101-513 shall be avail-
able for rescission under this heading.

DEOBLIGATION/REOBLIGATION AUTHORITY

Notwithstanding section 515(b) of Public
Law 101-513, and the corresponding authority
provided in Public Law 102-145 as amended,
no Foreign Military Financing Program
funds may be reobligated pursuant to such
authority from the date of enactment of this
Act through September 30, 1992,

SPECIAL DEFENSE ACQUISITION FUND
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS)

Notwithstanding any provision of Public
Law 102-145 as amended, Public Law 101-513
or Public Law 101-167, not to exceed
$235,000,000 may be obligated pursuant to sec-
tion 51(c)(2) of the Arms Export Control Act
during fiscal year 1992,

TITLE VI
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR AND
RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
NATIONAL RECREATION AND PRESERVATION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-154, $987,000 for
the Calumet Historic District, MI, are re-
scinded.

CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-154, $11,365,000 are
rescinded, of which $375,000 was made avail-
able for the Calumet Historic District, MI;
and of which $1,540,000 was made available
for the Lewis and Clark Trail Center, NE;
and of which $1,750,000 was made available
for the Council Bluffs National Trail Center,
IA; and of which $7,700,000 was made avail-
able for historic restoration projects in
Perth Amboy, Trenton, and Paterson, New
Jersey.

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 99-190, $7,705,000 for
the engineering and construction of the Burr
Trail National Rural Scenic Road are re-
scinded.

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-154, $8,593,000 for
road sealing are rescinded.
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Fo8siL ENERCY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-154, $144,000 for
the Office of the Federal Inspector for the
Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System
are rescinded.

TITLE VII
DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES, EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES
GENERAL PROVISION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available in Public Law
102-170 which do not become available for ob-
ligation until September 30, 1992, one
percentumn are hereby rescinded from each
applicable appropriation account: Provided,
That no reduction shall be made under the
heading ‘‘Payments to States for Child Care
Assistance”.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN

SERVICES
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available in Public Law
102-170 for personnel compensation and per-
sonnel benefits for the Public Health Serv-
ice, $7,000,000 are rescinded.

TITLE VIII
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
CONGRESSIONAL OPERATIONS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading, $20,000,000 are rescinded, as follows:
OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS

The funds available under this heading
shall be reduced by $20,000,000.

TITLE IX
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—MILITARY
CONSTRUCTION
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds provided in Military Construc-
tion Appropriations Acts, the following
funds are hereby rescinded from the follow-
ing accounts in the specified amounts:

Military Construction, Navy, 19881992,
$5,100,000;

Military Construction,
Guard, 1988/1992, $1,709,000;

Military Construction, Air Force, 1990/1994,
$6,170,000;

Military Construction, Defense Agencies,
1990/1994, $10,000,000;

Military Construction,
Guard, 1990/1994, $2,552,000;

Military Construction, Army Reserve, 1990/
1994, $649,000;

Military Construction,
$9,000,000;

Military Construction, Air Force, 1991/1995,
$6,300,000;

Military Construction, Defense Agencies,
1991/1995, $22,100,000;

Military Construction, Army Reserve, 1991/
1995, $2,100,000;

Army National

Army National

Army, 1991/1995,

Military Construction, Army, 19921996,
$8,850,000;
Military Construction, Navy, 1992/1996,
$5,400,000;

Military Construction, Air Force, 1992/1996,
$5,500,000;

Military Construction, Defense Agencies,
1992/1996, $24,000,000;

Military Construction,
Guard, 1992/1996, $600,000;

Army National
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Military Construction, Alr National Guard,
1992/1996, $306,000;

Military Construction, Naval Reserve, 1992/
1996, $10,900,000; and

North Atlantic Treaty Organization Infra-
structure, 1992/1996, $14,834,000.

TITLE X
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
AND RELATED AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION
BRIDGES ON DAMS
(RESCISBION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 95-599, $5,000,000 are
rescinded.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION
LocAL RAIL FREIGHT ASSISTANCE
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-143, $5,000,000 are
rescinded.

TITLE XI
DEPARTMENTS OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

AND HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-

MENT, AND INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN

DEVELOPMENT
HOUSING PROGRAMS
HOMEOWNERSHIP AND OPPORTUNITY FOR
PEOPLE EVERYWHERE GRANTS (HOPE GRANTS)
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-139, $14,400,000 are
rescinded, of which $6,600,000 is to be derived
from funds rnade available for the HOPE for
Public and Indian Housing Homeownership
Program; $3,900,000 is to be derived from
funds made available for the HOPE for
Homeownership of Multifamily Units Pro-
gram; and $3,900,000 is to be derived from
funds made available for the HOPE for
Homeownership of Single Family Homes
Program.

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-139, $61,500,000 are
rescinded.

ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-139 and prior
years, $509,400,000 are rescinded: Provided,
That the amounts earmarked under such
headings for expenditure (not including
amounts transferred to another account),
and other amounts under such heading for
fiscal year 1992, shall all be reduced propor-
tionally.

FLEXIBLE SUBSIDY FUND
(RESCISBION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-139, $11,700,000 are
rescinded.

INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
CONSTRUCTION GRANTS
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-139, $24,000,000 are
rescinded.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE
ADMINISTRATION
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 102-139, $4,000,000 are
rescinded.
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Mr. CHAIRMAN. No amendments to
the bill are in order except the amend-
ments printed in part 2 of House Re-
port 102-514. Said amendments shall be
considered in the order and manner
specified, shall be considered as having
been read and shall not be subject to
amendment. Debate time for each
amendment shall be equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an
opponent of the amendment.

If both amendments printed in part 2
of House Report 102-514 are adopted,
only the latter amendment adopted
shall be considered as finally adopted
and reported back to the House.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report
102-514.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. FAWELL

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. FAWELL: Strike all after the
enacting clause and insert the following:

SECTION 1, APPROVAL OF RESCISSIONS
PROPOSED BY PRESIDENT

The budgetary resources specified in the
following rescission proposals, transmitted
to the Congress by the President pursuant to
the Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974, are hereby rescinded:

(1) Rescission proposals R92-2 through R92-
7, R92-9 through R92-16, and R92-18 through
R92-33, transmitted on March 10, 1992.

(2) Rescission proposals R92-35 through
R92-102, transmitted on March 20, 1992,

(3) Rescission proposal R92-34, transmitted
on April 8, 1992,

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
FaweLLn] will be recognized for 15 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. NATCHER] will be recognized
for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL].

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 9 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, obviously, I rise for
the purpose of supporting the sub-
stitute amendment, which basically
constitutes the Presidential rescissions
which were submitted on March 10 and
on March 20 coming to a total of slight-
ly under $5.8 billion. That is to say,
slightly less than what the Appropria-
tions Committee submitted in their re-
scissions.

I do so with a great deal of frustra-
tion, not because I do not support the
Presidential rescission requests. I most
emphatically do support them. I would
not say that I necessarily am wild
about every one of them, but I cer-
tainly am wild about having the Presi-
dent have the right to be able to par-
take in the appropriations process
which is guaranteed to him under the
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1974 budgetary act. The only thing we
gave to the executive branch was the
right to submit a line-item rescission.
That is all. It is a wet noodle, really,
because if Congress does not do any-
thing in 45 days, guess who loses? The
President.

But he has one power there. He does
have the right after 25 days have gone
by, and 25 days have not gone by since
the Presidential rescission bills were
filed, but if he waits out the 256 days,
the Members who have cosponsored—
and I am the chief sponsor of the Presi-
dential rescission bills—have a right to
demand that there be a message-by-
message vote. At this time there are 96
messages pending, and we can get that
debate with only one-fifth of the Mem-
bers supporting it.

That is the one and only power the
President of the United States, rep-
resenting all of this country, has;
whereas we, of course, Members, rep-
resent various districts. And it is a
very important right. Admittedly, I
would say that the President has not
seriously, no President has since 1974
seriously used that power. But Presi-
dent Bush is seriously using it because
I think he is as frustrated as all of us
are frustrated about the debt and the
deficit—23 years in a row we have not
balanced a budget—$300 billion just on
the interest alone; half a trillion dol-
lars of brand new debt this year.
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That is why people like Senator RUD-
MAN and others are just giving up and
going home. They are saying you can-
not get there from here. Well, we are
trying to get there from here in a very
little way, and I laud, as I have said,
the Committee on Appropriations for
not taking the attitude that some in
the other body have taken to fill their
particular rescissions with veto bait so
that we can be assured that we do not
get anything at all.

We have a good start. But the Com-
mittee on Rules has killed the Presi-
dential rescissions as a practical mat-
ter. They theoretically have not killed
the April 9 rescissions which are an-
other $2.2 billion, mostly defense re-
scissions, but they have killed the
March 10, the March 20, and the April 8
ones, which mean the President no
longer even has a right to come Mon-
day, when I believe the 25 days have
gone by; lo and behold, the Committee
on Appropriations beat us to the
punch. They not only beat us to the
punch, they went to the Committee on
Rules, and then the Committee on
Rules did what I believe is an unbeliev-
ably dumb thing. They just said to the
bipartisan group that in all sincerity
presented to the Committee on Rules
the possibility of also having an
amendment which could be considered
complementary to what the Committee
on Appropriations had already done, to
add to the $5.8 billion, $6.6 billion more.
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We got that by simply determining,
after deducting the $2.6 billion from
the Presidential rescissions which were
not in, and we were able to come up
with $7.9 billion. We took away the $2.6
billion, and then we added another $1.3
billion in pork buster rescissions,
which really refers to bills that never
really saw the light of day and went
through the appropriations process,
and we said, ‘““Here is $6.6 billion. You
do not have to adopt them."’

We did not get a project-by-project
vote, because you have outmaneuvered
us, because we had to wait that 25-day
period. But, OK, package it all up, put
them all together the good and the bad,
but at least give us the opportunity
when we consider the rescissions that
the Committee on Appropriations is
considering to also consider these, No;
we did not say you had to even vote for
it, just give us the chance to argue it,
and we were denied that right.

Therefore, when I say that I am frus-
trated as I come here, I am frustrated
because it is academic. If the people
out in that listening land in America
think that the President has any op-
portunity today to win, they are mis-
taken. We have got a Sophie’s choice,
and as a practical matter with the
king-of-the-hill arrangement, which
means that the last amendment to be
presented which will be the Committee
on Appropriations amendment, that is
the one that prevails. In other words, if
the President, or if we, have a majority
of the people here go with the Presi-
dent, he still loses, because under the
so-called king-of-the-hill arrangement,
the last bill to be presented, which will
be the Appropriations bill, if it gets a
majority, and undoubtedly it will, even
if the President’s bill gets a majority,
too, the President loses. It is what I
call the Sophie’s choice.

We have got twin rescissions here,
both of them meritorious, and what we
are forced to do is to make a decision
between the two. We cannot have both.
So no matter what we do it has been
decreed that there will only be a $5.8
billion cut in spending. No more than
that will be allowed. It is decreed by
the Committee on Rules, and that is
the frustration about standing up here
and talking about the fact that one
ought to support the President's rescis-
sion.

In fact, everybody on the other side
of the aisle, you might as well, if it
does not affect your district, because
you know very well that the Presi-
dent’s rescission bill cannot make it
out of this House. The cards are
stacked. The dice are loaded. There is
no chance whatsoever that it can be
done.

But I am here anyway, because I be-
lieve what the President is doing is
meritorious. He is exerciging the rights
that this Congress gave to him back in
1974 when, in effect, they took the im-
poundment power away from an in-
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jured President Nixon, who was in no
condition to try to ward that off.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

First, Mr. Chairman, I want to com-
mend the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
FAWELL] in the statements that he has
made not only before the Committee
today but also before the Committee
on Rules. The gentleman before the
Committee on Rules and also today has
been extremely fair in his statements
concerning our committee, and I want
you to know that we appreciate it.

Mr. Chairman, we tried to do it right.
We tried to do it right on our commit-
tee. Every one of the subcommittee
chairmen who had the rescission before
their subcommittees have tried to do it
right and to bring out a good bill.

The gentleman from Illinois has, as
the rule provided, the right to offer the
President's proposals, 99 rescission re-
quests. We approved 66 of those re-
quests. The President’s request, as has
been pointed out in general debate this
morning, was $5 billion, 662 million.
The bill that we have before the com-
mittee is for $5 billion, $804 million. We
ask the committee to rescind $141 mil-
lion more than the President re-
quested.

This, as I pointed out a few minutes
ago, Mr. Chairman, is the best rescis-
sion bill that the Committee on Appro-
priations has presented since the Budg-
et Act was passed in 1974.

Again, I want to commend the gen-
tleman from Illinois. He has been ex-
tremely fair.

Qur bill is better than the President’s
bill, and we recommend this to the
Committee.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona [Mr, KyL].

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I want to re-
spond to one of the points that the
chairman has been making. I think it
is a point with which all of us are con-
cerned.

Obviously, there is a better way to go
about cutting spending than through
the rescissions that have been submit-
ted, but that is the whole point here.
The process has not worked very well,
and I do not think there is anyone in
the Chamber who would dispute the
fact that the Congress could be saving
money. We could be spending less
money than we are, and the taxpayers
of this country would be better off if
we took that position; but political
pressures and differing views of what is
advisable cause this Congress to spend
more money as a group than we need to
be spending, and more than any one of
us individually can really support.

So when the President says, “I will
take the responsibility on my shoul-
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ders to send you a list of things [ know
individually are all popular with some-
body,” we ought to vote on these
things as items. It is something to
which the Congress needs to respond.

I supported a rule which would have
enabled us to debate these items one by
one to try to make individual deter-
minations whether the programs were
advisable or not, There are programs in
the President’s rescission list that I be-
lieve we should go forward with.

As a matter of fact, there are a cou-
ple that are of particular interest to
me, and if I had my choice I would sup-
port some of these programs. The Im-
pact Aid Program which is on the com-
mittee’s list, is one of the most impor-
tant, and I do not like to see reduc-
tions in that particular program; but
because of the rule that was adopted by
the majority we do not have the luxury
of voting on each, as some of my col-
leagues here suggest. As a result, we
have to take this blunt instrument ap-
proach, which either affirms or rejects
the entire list.

By and large, the list submitted by
the President is a very sound list of
savings. We might all have objections
to individual items, as I have indi-
cated. However, particularly with re-
spect to the military items, as a mem-
ber of the Armed Services Committee,
I can attest to my colleagues that, by
and large, these are items that the ad-
ministration did not request. In tough
times we need to make priority deci-
sions and these are items that could be
eliminated.

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to support the President's re-
scission request and vote aye.

Mr. Chairman, it is a rare day in this Cham-
ber when we have the opportunity to consider
real cuts in Federal spending. But, fortunately
for the American taxpayers, that is what the
House is belatedly and finally doing today.

Over the last 5 years, Congress has ap-
proved only 0.0165 percent of all rescissions
submitted by the President. But, the package
before us today, | believe, which will save al-
most $6 billion, is the largest package of re-
scissions, or spending cuts, since 1974.

Of course, the House hasn't totally aban-
doned business as usual, despite the step for-
ward. It is regrettable that the rule under which
we are debating these spending cuts—a rule
which | voted against—does not require
House Members to cast recorded votes on
each of the proposals—ijust up-or-down votes
on the President’s package versus the Appro-
priations Committee’s package—or, more im-
portantly, to add at least the 1.3 billion dollars
worth of additional cuts identified by the bipar-
tisan port busters group. That would have
been even more of a victory for the taxpayers.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong support of the
President's rescissions package which is
being offered by the gentleman from lllinois
[Mr. FAWELL]. It will end such wasteful spend-
ing as $120,000 for a study on the disposal of
animal manure, $200,000 on Vidalia onion
storage, $1.5 million on a theater in New York
City, and another $1 million on a parking ga-
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rage in Kentucky. These projects would not be
killed by the committee’s alternative.

There are bigger ticket items as well. For
example, the President has proposed eliminat-
ing two Seawolf submarines to save nearly $3
billion. The President says the Seawolf is no
longer needed as because of the changes in
the external threat to our national security.
You would think that, since Members of this

come to the well time after time to call
for cuts in the Defense budget, they would
take every cut the President proposes in the
defense budget and add some more.

But, when push comes to shove, it always
seems to be the military muscle that ends up
being cut so that the military pork can be pre-
served. The committee alternative cuts just
one Seawolf.

Now, | am not saying that there are no good
ideas in the committee alternative. There are
a number of good ideas, to be sure, and |
wish we had the opportunity to add those to
the President's package, rather than simply
having to choose between the two. We don’t
have that opportunity today.

| would also point out that | don't think ev-
erything in these two packages deserves to be
there. The committee, for example, proposes
to cut impact aid. The President does not. And
on that, | think the President is right.

Impact aid is essential to school districts
serving Native American youth, and the need
for it, | can attest, is great and growing. We're
not talking luxuries. We're talking basics,
about replacing condemned and decaying
buildings with safe and decent schools and
improving the quality of education in the most
economically hard-pressed communities in the
Nation.

Both the President’'s package and the com-
mittee alternative would also rescind $40 mil-
lion for the Navy's T—45 alternative engine
program. This is despite the fact that a Navy
study and analysis resulted in a recommenda-
tion to proceed with the T—45 program, and
more importantly, that the program could offer
$170 million in life-time savings if it were to
proceed.

The Apache C model modernization pro-
gram, too, ought not to be included on the re-
scission list, in my view. The Army has in-
curred a $15 billion to $20 billion investment in
the AH-64 Apache program and has a re-
quirement to keep the aircraft as a fresh and
viable front-line attack helicopter system. The
Longbrow radar system to be installed under
the Apache modernization program will mul-
tiply the combat effectiveness of the Apache.

Unfortunately, though, the only way to get
the nearly $6 billion worth of savings in either
package is to vote for the two packages in
their entirety, and then try to come back and
restore funds for the high-priority and justifi-
able programs later.

Had we been allowed the opportunity to
make those adjustments today, we could pre-
clude any disruption and increased costs as-
sociated with the delay that some of these re-
scissions may otherwise cause,

Mr. Chairman, this legislation will by no
means solve our Nation's deficit program, but
it does represent a significant first step in the
direction of more responsible spending. | urge
the adoption of the President’s package.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. SMITH].
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Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I,
too, want to join the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr, NATCHER] in commend-
ing the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
FAwWELL] for submitting this amend-
ment. It gives us an opportunity to see
whether or not Members really want to
support the President’s package of re-
scissions. If you support the Presi-
dent’s package of rescissions, you will
vote ‘‘yes’” on Mr. FAWELL's amend-
ment. You will be voting at that point,
for example, for all the reductions in
public radio and television facilities
grants, which the President proposed.
The Appropriations Committee in-
cluded about one-third of the
prosposal. The President requested a
rescission of all of the funds appro-
priated for these grants for fiscal year
1992.

I understand that the basis for the
President's rescission requests was,
“Were these items in the fiscal year
1992 budget request a year ago?’’ Today
we are looking at the midpoint of fiscal
year 1992 and saying we can make some
midterm corrections, but we should not
go back to the budget of a year ago and
use that as a basis for rescissions.

If you vote for the amendment of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL],
then you are voting also, for example,
to eliminate the increases that were
provided for fiscal year 1992 for nurses
training, for health professions, for
family and internal medicine, and for
public health. Those are the kinds of
reductions that you will be voting for
if you vote for his amendment.

I think the gentleman has provided a
service in giving us an opportunity
here today to see whether or not you
really support the President’s package
of rescissions.

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. ARMEY].

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, let me say that if, in
fact, your whole decision about which
amendment will command your vote,
the Fawell amendment or the commit-
tee amendment, is a matter of paro-
chial politics, you are going to find
plenty of reasons to go one way or the
other.

Let me shift the focus a little bit.
What we see played out on the floor
today and what we saw played out in
the Rules Committee yesterday was an
epilogue to the greatest power grab in
fiscal policy in the history of this
country. In 1974, when Congress passed
the Budget Act of 1974, they dealt the
President out of the process of deter-
mining what would be the command of
the public’s money in the expenditures
of Congress and of this Government,
The President has tried to project him-
self back into the process with the
most meager prerogatives left to him
under the Budget Act. To the extent
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that he has been able to do so, the
Rules Committee has pre-empted that
with this ingenious rule that takes
away the little bit of rights the Presi-
dent has.

Now, the upshot of this Budget Act of
1974 was to give prerogatives and privi-
leges to Congress and leave the Presi-
dent with accountability. Every parent
in America knows when you separate
accountability from prerogatives and
privilege, you get a perfect formula for
irresponsibility, and it is the irrespon-
sibility that has been played out by
Congress as they unilaterally com-
manded the expenditures of taxpayers’
dollars since 1974 that has prompted
the American people to vote and de-
mand a line item veto.

Today they are seeing how far Con-
gress will go to preserve its power and
leave the President out of the equa-
tion. If, in fact, you believe the Presi-
dent should be a full participating
partner, you ought to vote for his
amendment today and signal that to
the Congress.

Should we vote down the President’s
modified rescission package, 1 say
modified by the Rules Committee as
they left part of its rescissions out, if
you do not want to vote for that today,
if we do not pass that today, then I
think the President of the United
States ought to veto every appropria-
tions bill in its entirety until at least
this Congress is willing to live up to
the law they wrote in 1974 and honor
that only meager participation left to
the President as they grabbed that
power in 1974.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, the Budg-
et and Impoundment Reform Act of
1974 has inspired for me Armey'’s
axiom, which is that any time Congress
passes a law with the word reform in
the title, you should ask yourselves
what is being taken away from the
American people.

Mr. Chairman, I say vote ‘‘yes”™ on
this Presidential rescission. Vote “yes"
for some balance of power and author-
ity as our Founding Fathers intended.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. HOYER].

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote
against this amendment. I will vote, if
we have a vote, for the base bill.

But I wanted to rise because the pre-
vious speaker indicated that this is
being exercised unilaterally. He then,
however, did go on to say the Constitu-
tion of the United States gives to the
President extraordinary powers.

As a matter of fact, the President of
the United States and this one in par-
ticular has the authority of approxi-
mately two-thirds of the Members of
this House. That is to say that not one
nickel, not one nickel, can be spent in
America without the President's signa-
ture.
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Why do I say that? Because he has
had 27 vetoes in a row. We have failed
to override any of those vetoes. So, ef-
fectively, the President of the United
States has a two-thirds vote in this
body.

Therefore, it is absolutely incorrect
to say that this is any kind of a unilat-
eral process. As a matter of fact, it is
a process in which the President of the
United States has extraordinary au-
thority.

He has now sent down a rescission
pursuant to the Budget Act and the
Congress is working its will. It is mak-
ing decisions. It has in fact agreed with
the President on about half, just a lit-
tle short of half of what he proposed.

It has, on the other hand, said that
we believe there are alternatives to his
proposals which are more appropriate.
That is the appropriate legislative
process. That is the process the Found-
ing Fathers envisioned in creating two
coequal branches of Government, not a
branch of Government that might be in
the position of saying, well, if the
President tells us to do it, then we
must do it.

As a matter of fact, that is what the
Revolutionary War was all about. We
did away with kings. We have a democ-
racy. It is working.

I suggest that we have made our
judgments and ought to reject this
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. Chairman, as to the authority of the
President, the Supreme Court of the United
States ruled against President Nixon, reassert-
ing the constitutional requirement of the Presi-
dent to spend funds that the Congress en-
acted and that he had signed into law. The
Supreme Court said he has no power to im-
pound. Title X of the Budget Act established a
procedure to allow Presidents to impound in
partnership with the Congress—that is how
the rescission process came into being. The
Budget Act dealt the President in, it created a
method to reduce Federal spending in consort
with another coequal branch of the Govern-
ment. My friends, that is what we are doing
here today, we are letting the process go for-
ward.

Mr. Chairman, what the Appropriations
Committee has done is responsible and in the
spirit of the title X rescission process. | hope
we have put to rest these misapprehensions
about the process.

Mr. AUCOIN. Mr. Chairman, | do not want
my vote for this bill to be taken as a sign of
support for the Seawolf attack submarine or
any other particular program, and am, there-
fore, taking this opportunity to explain my posi-
tion.

| support the House rescission package be-
cause it's far preferable to no rescission. In
addition, there are a number of nuclear and
space weapons in this bill that were designed
under defective strategies and defective re-
quirements, and | am pleased to support their
rescission. These include the MX, SRAM-T,
and ASAT.

At the same time, | believe fiscal year 1992
defense spending should be a great deal less
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than we have appropriated, and | therefore
would have supported a much broader and
deeper rescission package had it been of-
fered. In particular, | regard star wars funding
as greatly in excess of that program's use in
defending us against third-party nuclear at-
tack, and | wish we had cut this program sub-
stantially.

On the merits of the Seawolf, there is no
doubt that attack submarines would dominate
any high-intensity naval conflict in the foresee-
able future. Nor is there any doubt that even
the latest Los Angeles class attack sub-
marines are well behind the state of the art,
nor that Seawolf would be a great deal better.

But on this point the administration is right;
the requirement for Seawolf is gone. The next
generation, the post-Akula generation, of ad-
versary submarines is never going to appear.
The Los Angeles class is better and more nu-
merous than the Akula or any other foreign at-
tack sub. This means the Los Angeles class is
all we'll need for a very long time, including for
special operations.

Some have argued that cancellation on the
Seawolf is greater than the cost of buying it.
The best figures | have been able to obtain
say this is not true, by a wide margin.

So, with all due credit to the creators of this
excellent ship, | oppose it.

My vote for this rescission bill is not a vote
for one Seawolf, but a vote against one
Seawoll. If | had been given the opportunity,
| would have voted against both.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin [Mr. OBEY].

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I just want
to respond to the comments of the gen-
tleman from Texas.

A myth which is being promoted by a
lot of people in this institution and
elsewhere is that our Federal deficits
have been caused because the Congress
has not cooperated with the White
House in passing their economic pro-
gram.

The fact is that the deficits have
been created because the Congress has
rolled over and given the Presidents his
budget and his tax bills lock, stock and
barrel, throughout the eighties.

I defy the gentleman from Texas or
any other Member of this House to
name me 1 year since 1946 when the
Congress has changed any President’s
budget by more than 3 percent.
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The fact is you cannot do it. And
that 3 percent difference represents, as
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
Hover] has indicated, the difference
between a President and a king.

We do not elect kings in this coun-
try, we elect Presidents. And the fact
is that this committee, in the appro-
priations process, has cut more spend-
ing than we have been asked to cut by
the President in the last decade.

The investment portion of the budg-
et, which is part of the budget over
which the Committee on Appropria-
tions has control, has been cut as a
share of the Federal budget by over 40

percent since the day that Ronald
Reagan walked into the White House.
That is the portion of the budget which
must be strengthened if we want this
economy to grow so that we can grow
out; of the recession and provide mean-
ingful jobs for people who are going to
be competing to keep their jobs in the
international marketplace.

That is what we ought to be focusing
on. And we should not be diverted by
these smokescreens that suggest a
fault which is not there. The fact is
this committee’s action exceeds the
deficit reductions requested by the
President; it ought to be adopted and it
ought to be adopted without all of the
baloney which is accompanying it.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, we
have no additional speakers on this
side.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] has 1
minute remaining.

Mr. FAWELL. I thank the chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to add
that as far as the Presidential requests
are concerned, Congress has ignored
him. And over the years since 1974,
some $63 billion the President has re-
quested in rescissions has been set
forth and only about $18 billion has
come. The Congress basically has, obvi-
ously, the final responsibility regard-
less of what the President does, regard-
less of what budget he presents. I think
we are all beginning to realize that the
Committee on Appropriations has that
basic responsibility, but we also have
it. And what we are suggesting, I
think, in this body is that the Commit-
tee on Appropriations will have to open
up just a bit and not take offense when
people get up on the floor and do ques-
tion some of your appropriations and
do want a part to play because of the
serious problems that we have in this
Nation.

We just cannot take the viewpoint
that an ordinary Member of Congress
cannot participate.

Mr. Chairman, I do not think this is
baloney, I think it is really serious
stuff.

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman,
yield back the balance of our time.

The CHAIRMAN. The guestion is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. FAWELL].

The question was taken, and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were ayes 150, noes 266,
not voting 18, as follows:

we

[Roll No. 112]
AYES—150
Allard Archer Atkins
Allen Armey Baker
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Barton
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Boehner
Broomfield
Bunning
Burton
Callahan
Camp
Chandler
Clinger
Coble
Coleman (MO)
Combest
Condit
Cooper
Coughlin
Cox (CA)
Crane
Cunningham
Davis

DeLay
Dickinson
Doolittle
Dornan (CA)
Drefer
Duncan
Edwards (OK)
Emerson
Ewing
Fawell
Fields

Fish
Gallegly
Gallo

Gekas
Gllchrest
Gingrich
Glickman
Goss

Grandy
Gunderson
Hammerschmidt
Hancock
Hansen
Hastert

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Alexander
Anderson
Andrews (ME)
Andrews (N.J)
Andrews (TX)
Annunzio
Anthony
Applegate
Aspin
Bacchus
Barrett
Beilenson
Bennett
Bentley
Berman
Bavill
Bilbray
Blackwell
Boehlert
Bontor
Borski
Boucher
Brewster
Brooks
Browder
Brown

Bruce
Bryant
Bustamante
Cardin
Carper

Carr
Chapman
Clay
Clement
Coleman (TX)
Collins (1L)
Collins (MI)
Conyers
Costello

Cox (1L)
Coyne
Cramer
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Hefley Pickett
Henry Porter
Herger Pursell
Hobson Ramstad
Holloway Ray
Hopkins Rhodes
Houghton Ridge
Hubbard Riggs
Hunter Ritter
Hutto Roberts
Hyde Rogers
Inhofe Rohrabacher
Ireland Ros-Lehtinen
James Roth
Johnson (TX) Roukema
Jontz Russo
s e
gf:; e Schaefer
Kyl Schiff
|
Leach Sensenbrenner
Lent Sharp
Lewis (FL) ez 08
Lowsry (CA)  Smith (OR)
Martin Smith (TX)
McCandless g:ﬁ:w::on
McCollum
McCrery g”‘m
McEwen
McGrath Stenholm
McMillan (N¢)  Stump
Meyers Sundquist
Michel Bwetd
Miller (WA) Taylor (NC)
Molinari Thomas (CA)
Moorhead Thomas (WY)
Morella Upton
Morrison Vander Jagt
Nichols Vueanovich
Nussle Walker
Orton Weldon
Packard Wolf
Patterson Wylie
Paxnin Young (AK)
Penny Zeliff
Petri Zimmer
NOES—266
Darden Gradison
de la Garza Green
DeFazio Guarini
DeLauro Hall (OH)
Dellums Hall (TX)
Derrick Hamilton
Dicks Harris
Dingell Hatcher
Dixon Hayes (IL)
Donnelly Hayes (LA)
Dooley Hefner
Dorgan (NI)) Hertel
Downey Hoagland
Durbin Hochbrueckner
Dwyer Horn
Dymally Horton
Early Hoyer
Eckart Huckaby
Edwards (CA) Hughes
Edwards (TX) Jacobs
Engel Jefferson
English Jenking
Erdreich Johnson (CT)
Espy Johnson (8D)
Evans Johnston
Fascell Jones (GA)
Fazio Jones (NC)
Felghan Kanjorski
Flake Kaptur
Foglietta Kennelly
Ford (MI) Kildee
Ford (TN) Kleczka
Frank (MA) Kolbe
Franks (CT) Kopetski
Frost Kostmayer
Gaydos LaFalce
Cald I +
Gephardt Lantos
Geren LaRocco
Gibbons Laughlin
Gillmor Lehman (CA)
Gilman Levin (MI)
Gonzalez Lewls (CA)
Goodling Lewlis (GA)
Gordon Lightfoot
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Patterson Skelton
Paxon Slattery
Payne (N.J) Slaughter
Payne (VA) Smith (FL)
Pease Smith (TA)
Pelosl Smith (NJ)
Penny Smith (OR)
Perkins Smith (TX)
Peterson (FL) Snowe
Peterson (MN) Solarz
Petrt Solomon
Pickett Spence
Pickle Spratt
Porter Staggers
Poshard Stallings
Price Stark
Pursell Stearns
Quillen Stenholm
Rahall Stokes
Ramstad Studds
Rangel Stump
Ray Swett
Reed Bwift
Regula Synar
Rhodes Tallon
Richardson Tanner
Ridge Tauzin

Taylor (MS)
Rinaldo Taylor (NC)
Ritter Thomas (CA)
Roberts Thomas (GA)
Roe Thomas (WY)
Roemer Thornton
Rogers Torres
Rohrabacher Torricelli
Ros-Lehtinen Towns
Rose Traficant
Rostenkowski Traxler
Roth Unsoeld
Roukema Upton
Rowland Vander Jagt
Roybal Vento
Russo Visclosky
Sabo Volkmer
Sanders Vueanovich
Sangmeister Walker
Santorum Walsh
Sarpalius Washington
Savage Waxman
Sawyer Weiss
Saxton Weldon
Schaefer Wheat
Scheuer Whitten
Schiff Williams
Schroeder Wilson
Schulze Wise
Schumer Wolf
Sensenbrenner Wolpe
Serrano Wyden
Sharp Wylie
Shaw Yates
Shays Young (AK)
Shuster Young (FL)
Stkorski Zeliff
Sisisky Zimmer
Skaggs
Skeen

NOES—2
Kennedy
NOT VOTING—20
Campbell (CO) Oakar
Dannemeyer Pastor
Kolter Valentine
Lehman (FL) Waters
Levine (CA) Weber
Livingston Yatron
Moakley
0O 1514

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

—————

GENERAL LEAVE
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
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Lipluek] Owens (UT) Skelton The question is on the engrossment Lipinski
Livingston Oxley Slattery . Lloyd
Lioyd Pallone Slaughter and third reading of the bill. Tohe
Long Panetta Smith (FL) The bill was ordered to be engrossed Lowery (CA)
Lewey (NY) Parker Smith (1A) and read a third time, and was read the lowey (NY)
Luken Payne (N.J) Smith (NJ) third time Luken
Machtley Payne (VA) Solarz : Machtley
Manton Pease Spratt The SPEAKER pro tempore. The wManton
Wk::ﬂ ::mflm gm question is on the passage of the bill. :ar]kev
Mart £ x Arienee
Matsul Peterson (FL)  Stark The question was taken; and the . .,
Mavroules Peterson (MN)  Stokes Speaker pro tempore announced that martinez
Mazzoli Pickle Studds the ayes appeared to have it. Matsui
McCloskey Poshard Swift Mavroules
McCurdy Price Synar RECORDED VOTE Mazzoli
hh:ccgade Quill?ln Tallon Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Speaker, I de- McCandless
ermott Raha Tanner McCloskey
McHugh Rangel Tauzin mand a recorded vote. McCollum
McMillen (MD)  Ravenel Taylor (MS) A recorded vote was ordered. McCrery
mgﬂmulmy Reedh Thomas (GA) The vote was taken by electronic de- McCurdy
e Regu Thornton vice, and there were—ayes 412, noes 2, McDade
Miller (CA) Richardson Torres 4 i ’ ' McDermott
Miller (OH) Rinaldo Torricelli not voting 20, as follows: McEwen
::nla‘t.a w Towns [Roll No. 113] MecGrath
n mer Traficant McHugh
Mollohan Rose Traxler AYES—412 McMillan (NC)
Montg ¥ R b i Unsoeld Abercrombie Crane Gunderson McMillen (MD)
Moody Rowland Vento Ackerman Cunningham Hall (OH) MeNulty
Moran Roybal Visclosky Alexander Darden Hall (TX) Meyers
Mrazek Saho Volkmer Allard de la Garza Hamilton Mfume
Murphy Sanders Walsh Allen DeFazlo Hammerschmidt ~ Michel
Murtha Sangmelster Washington Anderson DeLauro Hancock Miller (CA)
Myers Sarpalius Waxman Andrews (ME) DeLay Hansen Miller (OH)
Nagle Savage Weiss Andrews (NJ) Dellums Harris Miller (WA)
Natcher Sawyer Wheat Andrews (TX) Derrick Hastert Mineta
Neal (MA) Scheuer Whitten Annunzio Dickinson Hatcher Mink
Neal (NC) Schroeder Williams Anthony Dicks Hayes (1L:) Molinari
Nowak Schumer Wilson Applegate Dingell Hayes (LA) Mollohan
Oberstar Serrano Wise Archer Dixon Hefley Montgomery
Obey Shays Wolpe Armey Donnelly Hefner Moody
Olin Sikorskl Wyden Aspin Dooley Henry Moorhead
Olver Sisisky Yates Atkins Doolittle Herger Moran
Ortlz Skaggs Young (FL) Bacchus Dorgan (ND) Hertel Morella
Owens {(NY) Skeen Baker Dornan (CA) Hoagland Morrison
Barrett Downey Hobson Mrazek
NOT VOTING—18 Barton Drefer Hochbrueckner Murphy
AuCoin Campbell (CO) Oakar Bateman Duncan Holloway Murtha
Ballenger Dannemeyer Pastor Beilenson Durbin Hopkins Myers
Barnard Kolter Valentine Bennett Dwyer Horn Nagle
Boxer Lehman (FL) Waters Bentley Dymally Horton Natcher
Byron Levine (CA) Weber Bereater Early Houghton Neal (MA)
Campbell (CA) Moakley Yatron Berman Eckart Hoyer Neal (NC)
Bevill Edwards (CA) Hubbard Nichols
0 1452 Bilbray Edwards (OK) Huckaby Nowak
Bilirakis Edwards (TX) Hughes Nussle
Mr. FROST and Mr. DYMALLY Blackwell Emerson Hunter Oberstar
i " ‘e 1 Bliley Engel Hutto Obay
changed their vote from “‘aye’ to ‘‘no. Boshont Enghish Hyde b
Messrs. MORRISON, HOBSON, AT- poenner Erdrelch Inhofe Olver
KINS, and KENNEDY changed their Bonior Espy Ireland Ortiz
vote from “no’ to “a.ya"‘ Borski Evans Jacobs Orton
Boucher Ewing James Owens (NY)
So I_:.he amendm_ent in the nature of a g .. Fasoell Jaltarson Owens (UT)
substitute was rejected. Brooks Fawell Jenkins Oxley
The result of the vote was announced gxwder E:l?m jol]:nson :g’g)? gwl:lkm
as above recorded. A g8 il Sy
Bruce Flelds Johnson (TX) Panetta
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman peyans Fish o Parbne
from Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER] wish to Bunning Flake Jones (GA)
offer amendment No. 2? Burton Foglietta Jones (NC)
Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, we do gename™®  pord (MO i Davis
not, and respectfully request final pas- camp Frank (MA) Kaptur
sage. Cardin Franks (CT) Kasich AliCoin
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the g:‘n""" gﬁ:ﬂx %fllsl;gllv et
Committee rises. j Chandler Gallo Kleczka Barnard
Accordingly, the Committee rose; Chapman Gaydos Klug g?:;:-nnem
Clay Gejdenson Kolbe
and the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. - Sl otk Byon
BonIioRr] having assumed the chair, Mr. Campbell (CA)
3 Clinger Gephardt Kostmayer
GLICKMAN, Chairman of the Committee coule Geren Kyl
of the Whole House on the State of the go}emm %?; g:?b:nsh LaFalce !
3 oleman chres Iagnmm no
Um?n, reported that that Commit.t.e_e. Colling (1L Qillmor Leniabter
having had under consideration the bill cgjyng (M1) Gilman fantie
(H.R. 4990) rescinding certain budget Combest Gingrich LaRoeco
authority, and for other purposes, pur- Condit Sk LagEin
suant to House Resolution 447, he re- conver g o (B the table.
ported the bill back to the House. Costello Gordon Lent
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The xmtgl:; 30::1 ;..evl}n t‘gﬂ
X T son Sewla
amendment in part 1 of House Report (% 7% Gighay Lot (1)
102-514 of the Committee on Rules is coyne Green Lewis (GA)
considered as having been adopted. Cramer Guarini Lightfoot,

unanimous consent that all Members
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may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill (H.R. 4990), rescinding certain
budget authority, and for other pur-
poses, and that I may include extra-
neous and tabular material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
KAPTUR). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Madam Speaker, I
was unavoidably detained in a meeting
with the President of Honduras a little
while ago during rollcall vote No. 113,
final passage of H.R. 4900, a bill to re-
scind $5.8 billion in spending programs.
While I object, Madam Speaker, to the
inclusion of three projects in the com-
mittee bill, had I been present I would
have voted ‘‘yea.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PASTOR. Madam Speaker, today this
body will be considering an important piece of
legislation. H.R. 4900 proposes to rescind a
number of different budget authorities through-
out our Government. In this time of runaway
deficits, these rescissions are important in
helping to reduce our Nation's debt and saving
the taxpayer billions of dollars.

The bill goes beyond the President's pro-
posal and calls for $142 million more in rescis-
sions that was requested. In fact, since 1981
Congress has rescinded a total of $410 million
more than requested by President Bush and
Reagan.

Official business has required my presence
back in my district. Had | been present how-
ever, | would like the RECORD to show my po-
sition on the following votes cast during to-
day’s consideration of H.R. 4990:

Rollcall No. 108 on the question of approv-
ing the Journal, | would have voted “aye.”

Rolicall No. 109 on the motion to table, |
would have voted “aye.”

Rolicall No. 110 on moving the previous
question on the rule, | would have voted
“aye-_“

Rolicall No. 111 on agreeing to the rule, |
would have voted “aye.”

Rollcall No. 112 on agreeing to the Fawell
amendment to H.R. 4990, | would have voted
unay.”

Rollcall No. 113 on agreeing to final pas-
sage of H.R. 4990, | would voted “aye.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DANNEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I
was unavoidably absent for rollcall
votes 109 through 113. Had I been
present during these votes, I would
have voted “Nay’ on rollcalls No. 109
through No. 111, and ““Yea" on rollcalls
No. 112 through No. 113.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, due to
the events in Los Angeles, and in par-
ticular the 29th Congressional District,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

I was unavoidably detained during reg-
ular business on May 7. Had I been
present for the votes I missed I would
have voted as follows:

Rollecall vote 108: *‘Yes."

Rollcall vote 109: **Yes."

Rollcall vote 110: “‘Yes."'

Rollcall vote 111: “*Yes.”'

Rollcall vote 112: ‘‘No."

Rollcall vote 113: *‘Yes."

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. SOLOMON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute)

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, I
ask for this time for the purpose of en-
gaging the majority leader in a col-
loguy about the remainder of the
schedule for this week and next.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Missouri for
that purpose, if he could enlighten us.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I
would say to the gentleman there will
be no more votes today and no session
tomorrow. On Monday, the House will
meet at noon. There will not be legisla-
tive business. On Tuesday, the House
will meet at noon to take up H.R. 2039,
the Legal Services Reauthorization
Act, the complete consideration, and
then six bills on suspension:

First, S. 2344, Veterans' Health Pro-
gram Amendments of 1992;

Second, S. 452, transfer of adminis-
trative authority over certain land to
the Secretary of the Interior;

Third, S. 1182, Fishlake National For-
est Enlargement Act;

Fourth, H.R. 1514, to disclaim all
right to certain lands conditionally re-
linquished to the United States;

Fifth, H.R. 3681, to establish Democ-
racy Day;

Sixth, H.R. 4384, appeal rights for
certain employees of the Veterans’
Health Administration.

On Wednesday, May 13, and Thurs-
day, May 14, the House will meet at 2
on Wednesday and at 11 a.m. on Thurs-
day to consider H.R. 2056, the Ship-
building Trade Reform Act of 1992, H.R.
4111, the Small Business Credit Crunch
Relief Act of 1992, and House Concur-
rent Resolution 287, the concurrent res-
olution on the budget for fiscal year
1993 conference report.

Mr. SOLOMON. Madam Speaker, if
the majority leader would perhaps say
again, it is my understanding that
there will be no votes on Monday at
all.

Mr. GEPHARDT. That is correct.

Mr. SOLOMON. How early might
votes occur on Tuesday, would the gen-
tleman have any idea?

Mr. GEPHARDT. The House will
meet at noon. There are a number of
amendments, four or five, left on the
Legal Services bill. They are timed
under the rule. I would say about an
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hour or so after the business begins
there is likely to be a vote. There could
be, obviously, a vote right after noon,
if a quorum call is held or a Journal
vote is ordered.

Mr. SOLOMON. If the majority lead-
er would also perhaps tell us, there is
word, I am hearing, from the Commit-
tee on Rules upstairs that there is a
possibility that we might consider the
Los Angeles supplemental aid of some
kind. Is that possible for next week?

Mr. GEPHARDT. There is no plan at
this point, but if there is a decision to
try to move with that legislation we
will obviously consult with the minor-
ity before action is taken.

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the majority
leader.

Mr. GINGRICH. Madam Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia, the minority
whip.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me
say first of all, on our side, we would
look forward to working with the
Democratic leadership when the Presi-
dent gets back, if, in fact, he does re-
quest some immediate action. I think
we may have an opportunity to actu-
ally surprise the country and prove we
can produce something on a bipartisan
basis, and do it fairly quickly.

Let me say, second, I just want to
raise the issue, and I do not mean to in
any way put the majority leader on the
spot, but I would hope that he would go
back to his caucus and ask them if we
might on Tuesday reach some kind of
agreement on the Committee on Rules
and C-SPAN. As the gentleman knows,
this week has been sort of bizarre, and
I think to some extent it got out of
hand probably for reasons that are in-
ternal to the committee.

It just seemed to those of us, and I
know that the majority leader has been
one of those who has always been for
openness, and those of us who are
proud of the House's record over the
last 14 years in being remarkably open
to the entire planet would like to find
some bipartisan way to go back and es-
tablish a pattern where, barring genu-
ine secrecy requirements for national
security or personnel records, normally
committees would routinely accommo-
date C-SPAN's remarkable practice of
coverage without editorial.

I do not mean to put the gentleman
from Missouri on the spot, but if he has
any comment, or if he might check
back with his caucus and let us know
next week, I just think it would be a
healthy thing for us to reestablish that
pattern.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker,
would the gentleman yield?

Mr. SOLOMON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his inquiry. I
am not fully aware of the cir-
cumstances that surrounded that deci-
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sion by the committee, but I will be
happy to talk with the Members and to
talk with the Members on the other
side about it, including the minority
whip, and see what can be agreed upon.

0O 1520

Mr. GINGRICH. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. SOLOMON. I thank the gen-
tleman. Have a nice weekend.

CALENDAR
ON

DISPENSING WITH
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that the busi-
ness in order under the Calendar
Wednesday rule be dispensed with on
Wednesday next. '

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms.
KAPTUR). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, MAY
11, 1992

Mr. GEPHARDT. Madam Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to
meet at noon on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri?

There was no objection.

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 4750

Mr. WAXMAN. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
MURPHY] be removed as a cosponsor on
H.R. 4750.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

EXTENDING CERTAIN AUTHORI-
TIES RELATING TO ADMINISTRA-
TION OF VETERANS' LAWS

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Madam Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to take
from the Speaker’s table the Senate
bill (S. 2378) to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend certain authori-
ties relating to the administration of
veterans laws, and for other purposes,
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi?

Mr. STUMP. Madam Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, I do not intend
to object, but yield to the gentleman
from Mississippi [Mr. MONTGOMERY] for
an explanation of 8. 2378, as amended.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Madam Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.

As the gentleman knows, last year
the House passed and sent to the Sen-
ate, legislation that would have en-
hanced the ability of VA to deliver
quality health care to veterans in sev-
eral ways. In addition, the legislation
would have provided authority for VA
to continue several important benefit
programs as well. We had thought the
other body would accept the bill; how-
ever, the bill did not clear the other
body prior to adjournment.

It was most unfortunate that we were
unable to get the bill to the President.
By failing to do so, the authority for
VA to continue some very worthwhile
programs has now expired. S. 2378
would extend VA’s authority to con-
tinue these programs.

If enacted, the bill would allow VA
to:

Operate and maintain the veterans
benefits regional office in the Phil-
ippines;

Provide vocational training to cer-
tain non-service-connected disabled
veterans through this calendar year;

Establish and operate nonprofit re-
search corporations at some VA medi-
cal centers through this calendar year;
and

Continue to collect data on whether
veterans who apply are receiving medi-
cal care from the VA during the cur-
rent fiscal year.

S. 2378 would not increase the deficit.
In fact, the enactment of this legisla-
tion would save $3 million in fiscal
year 1992 and $1 million in fiscal year
1993. At the end of my remarks, I am
inserting for the RECORD a copy of the
CBO estimate on the bill dated May 5,
1992.

These are all good programs and I
urge my colleagues to support S. 2378.

U.S. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, May 5, 1992,
Hon. G.V. MONTGOMERY,
Chairman, Committee on Veterans' Affairs,
U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: At the request of
your staff, the Congressional Budget Office
has prepared the enclosed cost estimate for
S. 2378, a bill to extend certain expiring vet-
erans’ programs, as passed in the Senate on
April 30, 1992. The bill would affect direct
spending and, thus, would be subject to pay-
as-you-go procedures under section 252 of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985. As a result, the estimate
required under clause 8 of House Rule XXI
also is attached.

If you wish further details on this esti-
mate, we will be pleased to provide them.

Sincerely,
JAMES L. BLUM
(For Robert D. Reischauer, Director).
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE—COST
ESTIMATE

1. Bill number: 8. 2378.

2. Bill title: None.

3. Bill status: As passed in the Senate,
April 30, 1992.

4. Bill purpose: To extend certain expiring
veterans' programs, and for other purposes.
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5. Estimated cost to the Federal Govern-
ment:
[By liscal years, in millions of dollars]

1932 1993 1994 1995 19% 1997

Direct spending:
Budget autharity

0 0 0
0 0 0

w
oo

Authorization:
Estimated authorization
level ... E,

Outfays .

3
3

rar

0 ] ]
3 0 ] 0

Basis of estimate: The following section-
by-section cost analysis only those sections
of the bill that could be expected to result in
a significant budgetary impact.

Section 1: This section would extend
through March 31, 1994, the authority of the
Department of Veterans Affairs (VA) to
maintain a regional office in the Philippines.

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars)

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Estimated authorization level 3 3 2 0 0 0
Doty -2 LS Rl 3 3 2 0 0 (]

According to VA $2.4 million in General
Operating Expenses funds were spent in 1991
to operate the Manila regional office. This
amount was increased in future years for an-
ticipated inflation.

Section 2: This section would extend
through December 31, 1992, the authority of
the VA to conduct vocational rehabilitation
programs for certain compensation and pen-
sion recipients.

[By fiscal years, in millions of daltars)

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

el R e
MM 0 0 0

Budget authority
Outlays

"Less than $500,000.

Fewer than 300 individuals are expected to
receive training through these programs dur-
ing the extension period at a cost of slightly
less than $500,000 in 1992 and around $100,000

in 1993.

Section 5: This section would authorize the
VA to guaranty the real estate mortgage in-
vestment conduits (REMICs) that are used to
market vendee loans. This authority would
expire on December 31, 1992,

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars]

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

= 0 0 0 0
=T 0 0 0 0

The loans that make up the REMICs af-
fected by this provision are guaranteed
against default under current law. In addi-
tion to the guaranty against default loss,
this provision would authorize the guaranty
of timely payment of principal and interest
on the certificates issued by the REMIC. The
effects of this provision are direct spending
because the VA home loan program and all
its component accounts are mandatory
spending.

Cash reserves and other elements of the
REMIC credit structure make the likelihood
of delayed payments extremely remote under
current law. Therefore, a timely payment
guaranty would not significantly affect the
government's risk on these loans. Neverthe-
less, it is estimated by First Boston Corpora-
tion, VA’'s current lead underwriter for
REMIC sales, that a timely payment guar-
anty would reduce the yield that must be of-
fered to investors by 5 to 15 basis points (One
percentage point equals 100 basis points), pri-
marily by making VA REMICs look more
like other insured REMICs. Reducing the
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yield on the certificates would lower the
payout to the certificate holders and, there-
by, increase the sale proceeds to VA. In addi-
tion, certaln costs related to the sale would
be eliminated, such as Securities and Ex-
change Commission registration and credit
rating.

The above estimate assumes that this leg-
islation will be enacted before the next loan
sale, scheduled for the end of May. If enact-
ment is delayed beyond this date, the 1992
savings would fall to $1.5 million.

6. Pay-as-you-go considerations: The Budg-
et Enforcement Act of 1990 sets up pay-as-
you-go procedures for legislation affecting
direct spending or receipts through 1995. The
spending increases that would result from
sections 2 and 5 of S. 2378 would have the fol-
lowing pay-as-you-go impact:

[By fiscal years, in millions.of dollars]

1992 1993 1934 1995

Outlays el | 0 0
Receipts [ e i ) Kl |

1 Not applicable.

7. Estimated cost to state and local gov-
ernment: The Congressional Budget, Office
has determined that the budgets of state and
local governments would not be significantly
affected by the enactment of this bill.

8. Estimate comparison: None.

9. Previous CBO estimate: On April 3, 1992,
CBO issued a cost estimate of S. 2378 as in-
troduced in the Senate. That estimate was
identical to the above estimate with the ex-
ception of section 5, which was added in an
amendment on the Senate floor.

10. Estimate prepared by: K.W. Shepherd.

11. Estimate approved by: C.G. Nuckols,
Assistant Director for Budget Analysis.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE ESTIMATE?!

The applicable cost estimate of this Act for
all purposes of sections 252 and 253 of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985 shall be as follows:

[By fiscal years, in millions of dollars]

1992 1993 1994 1995

Change in outlays
Change in receipts ...

T Nat applicable.

Mr. STUMP. Madam Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Mississippi
for his explanation.

Madam Speaker, I support passage of
S. 2378, as amended, a bill to extend
certain necessary authorities relating
to the administration of veterans laws.
Our chairman, Mr. MONTGOMERY, has
explained the bill and I associate my-
self with his remarks. Also, I want to
commend Mr. MONTGOMERY for prompt-
ly moving this legislation after the
Senate passed it. It seems hard to be-
lieve, but here we are in May, and we
are still picking up loose ends from last
year.

We ended the last session without
Senate action on these veterans' au-
thorizations which the House had
passed. Hopefully, in this otherwise dif-
ficult year, we will be able to act more
expeditiously on veterans’ legislation.

I urge favorable consideration of
these reauthorizations.

=il 0 0
L N LR S )

1An estimate of 8. 2378, to extend certain expiring
programs for veterans, as passed in the Senate on
Apr. 30, 1992. This estimate was transmitted by the
Congressional Budget Office on May 5, 1992,
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Mr. APPLEGATE. Madam Speaker, | thank
Chairman SONNY MONTGOMERY for taking this
timely action.

Madam Speaker, | simply want to indicate
my support for this bill, as it contains provi-
sions which will permit the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs to operate its Manila Regional
Office through March 1994. It also would ex-
tend through this calendar year the Sec-
retary’s authority to conduct two vocational re-
habilitation programs benefiting severely dis-
abled veterans, whether they are suffering
from service-connected or non-service-con-
nected disabilities. My Subcommittee on Com-
pensation, Pension, and Insurance will con-
duct a hearing later this year on these pro-
grams with an eye toward making these pro-
grams permanent. There are good programs
for disabled veterans and | am very pleased to
support the bill.

Mr. STUMP. Madam Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as fol-
lows:

5. 2378

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY OF VET-
ERANS AFFAIRS TO MAINTAIN THE
REGIONAL OFFICE IN THE PHIL-
IPPINES.

(a) EXTENSION.—Section 315(b) of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by striking
out ‘‘September 30, 191" and inserting in
lieu thereof ““March 31, 1994"".

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall take effect as of
September 30, 1991.

(c) RATIFICATION OF MAINTENANCE OF OF-
FICE DURING LAPSED PERIOD.—Any action of
the Becretary of Veterans Affairs in main-
taining a Department of Veterans Affairs Re-
gional Office in the Republic of the Phil-
ippines under section 315(b) of title 38, Unit-
ed States Code, during the period beginning
on October 1, 1991, and ending on the date of
the enactment of this Act is hereby ratified
with respect to that period.

SEC. 2. AUTHORITIES RELATIONS TO CERTAIN
TEMPORARY PROGRAMS.

(a) PROGRAM FOR TRAIL WORK PERIODS AND
VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION.—Section
1163(a)(2)(B) of title 38, United States Code, is
amended by striking out “January 31, 1992
and inserting in lieu thereof “December 31,
1992%,

(b) PROGRAM OF VOCATIONAL TRAINING FOR
NEW PENSION RECIPIENTS.—Section 1524(a)(4)
of such title is amended by striking out
“January 31, 1992" and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘‘December 31, 1992,

(c) PROTECTION OF HEALTH-CARE ELIGI-
BILITY.—Section 1525(b)(2) of such title is
amended by striking out “‘January 31, 1992"
ast;g inserting in lieu thereof ‘‘December 31,
1992".

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The -amendments
made by subsections (a) through (¢) shall
take effect as of January 31, 1992,

(e) RATIFICATION OF ACTIONS DURING
LAPSED PERIOD.—The following actions of
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs during the
period beginning on February 1, 1992, and
ending on the date of the enactment of this
Act are hereby ratified with respect to that
period:
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(1) A failure to reduce the disability rating
of a veteran who began to engage in a sub-
stantially gainful occupation during that pe-
riod.

(2) The provision of a vocational training
program (including related evaluations and
other related services) to a veteran under
section 1524 of title 38, United States Code,
and the making of related determinations
under that section.

(3) The provision of health care and serv-
ices to a veteran pursuant to section 1526 of
title 38, United States Code.

SEC. 3. AUTHORITIES RELATING TO RESEARCH
CORPORATIONS.

(a) PERIOD FOR OBTAINING RECOGNITION AS
TAX-EXEMPT ENTITY.—Section 7361(b) of title
38, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing out “‘three-year period"” and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘‘four-year period'.

(b) ESTABLISBHMENT OF CORPORATION.—Sec-
tion 7368 of such title is amended by striking
out “‘September 30, 1991 and inserting in
lieu thereof “‘December 31, 1992".

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall take ef-
fect as of October 1, 1991,

(d) RATIFICATION FOR LAPSED PERIOD.—The
following actions of the Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs during the period beginning on
October 1, 1991, and ending on the date of the
enactment of this Act are hereby ratified:

(1) A failure to dissolve a nonprofit cor-
poration established under section 7361(a) of
title 38, United States Code, that, within the
three-year period beginning on the date of
the establishment of the corporation, was
not recognized as an entity the income of
which is exempt from taxation under section
501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.

(2) The establishment of a nonprofit cor-
poration for approved research under section
T361(a) of title 38, United States Code.

SEC. 4. REQUIREMENT OF ANNUAL REPORT ON
FURNISHING HEALTH CARE.

Section 1901(e)(1) of the Veterans’ Health-
Care Amendments of 1986 (38 U.S.C. 1710
note) is amended by striking out “‘fiscal year
1991 and inserting in lieu thereof *‘fiscal
year 1992".

SEC. 5. ENHANCED LOAN ASSET SALE AUTHOR-
ITY.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Section 3720 of title 38,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

“(h)(1) The Secretary may, upon such
terms and conditions as the Secretary con-
siders appropriate, issue or approve the issu-
ance of, and guarantee the timely payment
of principal and interest on, certificates or
other securities evidencing an interest in a
pool of mortgage loans made in connection
with the sale of properties acquired under
this chapter.

“(2) The Secretary may not under this sub-
section guarantee the payment of principal
and interest on certificates or other securi-
ties issued or approved after December 31,
1992,

(b) TREATMENT OF PROCEEDS.—Section
3733(e) of such title is amended by inserting
*, and the amount received from the sale of
securities under section 3720(h) of this title,”
after ‘“‘subsection (a)(1) of this section.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Madam Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
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Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks on S. 2378, the Senate bill just
passed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL HUNTINGTON'S DIS-
EASE NATIONAL AWARENESS
MONTH

Mr. SAWYER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service be
discharged from further consideration
of the Senate joint resolution (S.J.
Res. 251) to designate the month of
May 1992 as ‘‘National Huntington's
Disease Awareness Month,” and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
joint resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

Mr. MEYERS of Kansas. Madam
Speaker, reserving the right to object,
as the chief sponsor of the House ver-
sion of Senate Joint Resolution 251, I
rise in support of this Senate joint res-
olution.

Huntington’'s disease is a hereditary
neurological disorder which directly af-
fects 1 in 10,000 Americans. The disease
produces radical physical changes over
a period of 10 to 20 years—affecting co-
ordination, speech, and control of
movement—as well as profound mental
changes—diminishing the power to
think, remember, or reason. The dis-
ease causes a very slow deterioration of
a person's neurological functions,
which is emotionally devastating and
very costly for the victims and their
families. There is at present no cure
and it is a fatal disease.

Recent advances in genetic research
have given those who are affected by
Huntington's disease hope that an ef-
fective treatment and possible cure
will soon be found. In 1983, scientists
discovered a genetic flag known as a
marker, indicating the nearby presence
in a person’s DNA of the gene which
causes Huntington’s disease. Dr.
Francis Collins, the discoverer of the
genes for cystic fibrosis and
neurofibromatosis, is one of the many
expert researchers around the country
working to find the gene which causes
the disease. Increased Federal funding
of medical research would hasten the
search for the Huntington's disease
gene.

I firmly believe that the designation
of May 1992 as National Huntington's
Disease Awareness Month will generate
the interest and momentum necessary
to increase research funding for Hun-
tington's disease, and to find a cure for
this devastating disease.

Madam Speaker, I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate joint reso-
lution, as follows:

8.J. RES. 251

Whereas twenty-five thousand Americans
are victims of Huntington's disease, a fatal,
hereditary, neurological disorder;

Whereas an additional one hundred and
twenty-five thousand Americans have a 50-
percent change of inheriting the gene respon-
sible for Huntington's disease from an af-
fected parent and are considered to be *‘at-
risk" for the disease;

Whereas tens of thousands of other Ameri-
cans experience the destructive effects of the
disease, including suffering from the social
stigma associated with the disease, assuming
the difficult role of caring for a loved victim
of the disease, witnessing the prolonged, ir-
reversible physical and mental deterioration
of a loved one, and agonizing over the death
of a loved one;

Whereas at present there is no cure for
Huntington’'s disease and no means available
to retard or reverse the effects of the disease;

Whereas a victim of the later stages of
Huntington’s disease invariably requires
total personal care, the provision of which
often results in devastating financial con-
sequences for the victim and the vietim’s
family;

Whereas recent advances in the field of
molecular genetics have enabled scientists
to locate approximately the gene-site re-
sponsible for Huntington's disease;

Whereas many of the novel techniques re-
sulting from these advances have also been
instrumental in locating the gene-sites re-
sponsible for familial Alzheimer's disease,
manic depression, kidney cancer, and other
disorders;

Whereas increased Federal funding of med-
ical research could facilitate additional ad-
vances and result in the discovery of the
cause and chemical processes of Hunting-
ton’s disease and the development of strate-
gies to stop and reverse the progress of the
disease;

Whereas Huntington’s disease typifies
other late-onset, behavioral genetic dis-
orders by presenting the victim and the vic-
tim’s family with a broad range of bio-
medical, psychological, social, and economic
problems; and

Whereas in the absence of a cure for Hun-
tington's disease, victims of the disease de-
serve to live with dignity and be regarded as
full and respected family members and mem-
bers of society; Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled, That the month of May
1992 is designated as ““National Huntington's
disease Awareness Month", and the Presi-
dent is authorized and requested to issue a
proclamation calling on the people of the
United States to observe such month with
appropriate programs, ceremonies, and ac-
tivities.

The Senate joint resolution was or-
dered to be read a third time, was read
the third time, and passed, and a mo-
tion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SAWYER. Madam Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
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may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
Senate joint resolution just passed.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?
There was no objection.

R —

THE CHILD SUPPORT ECONOMIC
SECURITY ACT OF 1992

(Mrs. SCHROEDER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Madam Speaker,
today I am pleased to introduce the
Child Support Economic Security Act
of 1992. This bill will strengthen the
child support enforcement system to
ensure that children have a regular, re-
liable source of income from their non-
custodial parents.

This bill contains 16 distinct meas-
ures that tighten the child support en-
forcement program and close loopholes
through which noncustodial parents
are able to shirk their financial obliga-
tions to their children. It also includes
amendments to title II of the United
States Code that will make it more dif-
ficult for noncustodial parents who de-
clare bankruptey to avoid their finan-
cial obligations to their children and
former spouses.

The failure to pay child support is a
national disgrace. In 1989, the most re-
cent year for which data are available,
there was a $5 billion shortfall between
the §$16.3 billion owed and the actual
amount collected. Each year, just one-
half of child support obligations are
paid in full, and 25 percent are never
made. This bill help children and fami-
lies owed these obligations.

The media are just beginning to un-
derstand what a pervasive problem
child support enforcement is. Just re-
cently, the Denver Post published a se-
ries of articles on this subject. Last
week, Newsweek's cover story focused
on deadbeat dads. This week, ABC's
“Prime Time” will feature an inves-
tigative story on child support enforce-
ment and the McNeil/Lehrer Program
also has a story in the works.

But this is not a new story. It is,
however, a story whose parameters
continue to grow as the number of chil-
dren living with just one parent contin-
ues to grow. Twenty-five percent of
children now live in single-parent fami-
lies, a figure that has doubled over the
past 20 years. As a result, the need to
improve the collection of child support
has become more urgent.

Most children in single-parent fami-
lies—87 percent—live with their moth-
ers. Since women, on average, earn
barely two-thirds of what men earn,
most women who head single-parent
households are at an economic dis-
advantage compared with their non-
custodial exspouses, and they rely
heavily on child support to ease their
financial burdens.
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In fact, a recent study from the U.S.
Bureau of the Census that followed a
set. of nearly 52,000 children from Octo-
ber 1983 through May 1986, found that
within 4 months of their parents’ sepa-
ration, the family income of children
declined by 37 percent. Equally disturb-
ing, the percent of children living in
poverty increased from 19 to 36 percent
in the first 4 months following their
parents’ separation. And the number of
children relying on Aid to Families
with Dependent Children [AFDC] dou-
bled during this same timeframe, in-
creasing from 9 to 18 percent. Simi-
larly, the number of food recipients
nearly tripled during the first year of
parental separation.

What these disturbing facts tell us is
that children rely heavily on their fa-
ther’s incomes for support while their
parents are living together, and that
ongoing support from the noncustodial
parent is critical if children are to
avoid poverty after their parents di-
vorce.

Since 1975, Congress has been trying
to improve the child support enforce-
ment system to ensure that non-
custodial parents continue their finan-
cial support responsibilities to their
children and to keep so many children
in single-parent families from tum-
bling into poverty. In order to expedite
child support payments, Congress
amended the Child Support Enforce-
ment Program in 1984 and again in 1988.
Our intent was to make child support
payments a regular, reliable source of
income.

But in spite of these reforms, the sys-
tem still fails to make collections in
too many cases.

Everyone, from child support admin-
istrators to child advocates, agrees
that child support enforcement meas-
ures are not working well. Wage with-
holding of child support payments, the
cornerstone of the Child Support En-
forcement Program, is not working as
well as we would have hoped. In part,
this is due to the inability of the sys-
tem to track missing noncustodial par-
ents and initiate wage withholding pro-
cedures. Other nonpayors slip through
the system because they do not receive
regular wages from an employer.

I receive letters weekly from dis-
traught parents from all over the coun-
try who are unable to make ends meet
because of child support delinquencies.
They write of endless delays, some
longer than a year, before child support
payments are withheld from the wages
of a noncustodial parent. Others report
the failure of the system to locate a
parent who has moved without leaving
a forwarding address. On average, it
takes 1 year to locate an absent parent,
and 2 years to establish a court order if
a parent has deserted. In spite of the
best efforts of IV-D agencies around
the country, they are too understaffed
and too underautomated to handle the
volume of cases that pass through the
system. This just won't so.
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Children who live in a State other
than that of the absent parent are in
the greatest economic peril. A new
study from the General Accounting Of-
fice on interstate child support collec-
tion found that 1-in-3 noncustodial par-
ents who lives out-of-state has never
made a child support payment, and an-
other 232 percent fail to make regular
payments. A major factor in nonpay-
ment is the lack of timeliness in locat-
ing the noncustodial parent. In one out
of four cases the noncustodial parent
has left an employer by the time the
order to withhold child support is
served.

In July, after nearly 2 years of inten-
sive work, the U.S. Commission on
Interstate Child Support will present
its recommendations for improving
interstate child support enforcement to
Congress. For some time, the Commis-
sion has been circulating drafts of its
recommendations for review and com-
ment. The legislation that I am intro-
ducing today is based on several of the
Commission’s recommendations, but in
some cases goes further than the Com-
mission in closing loopholes that non-
custodial parents have used to avoid
paying child support.

The Child Support Economic Secu-
rity Act of 1992:

Mandates uniform, statewide systems
of child support enforcement;

Mandates IV-D agency access to all
State and local databases;

Mandates child support payments
until the child reaches age 18, grad-
uates from high school, marries, or is
emancipated, and extends child support
beyond the age of 18 if the child is dis-
abled;

Mandates withholding of child sup-
port arrearages from all forms of in-
come, including lottery winnings, in-
surance payments, and State court
awards;

Prevents recording of property trans-
actions unless arrearages have been

paid;

Prohibits the provision, renewal, or
reissuance of licenses unless provisions
are made to pay current support and
arrearages;

Mandates reporting to consumer
credit reporting agencies of overdue
support and allows such information to
be reported upon request by consumer
credit reporting agencies;

Eliminates the statute of limitation
for the collection of arrearages;

Requires the recording of Social Se-
curity numbers on marriage licenses
and child support orders;

Clarifies the separate treatment of
issues related to visitation and child
support;

Requires regulations for timely re-
sponse to interstate locate requests,
based on the state of available tech-
nology;

Requires States to adopt the Uniform
Interstate Family Support Act as
adopted by the National Conference of
Commissioners on Uniform State Laws;
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Establishes a national commission to
research and draft national child sup-
port. guidelines; and

Amends the Federal Bankruptcy
Code to ensure that support owned to
children and custodial parents is not
discharged by a bankruptcy proceed-
ing.

This legislation represents a major
step forward to ensure a measure of
economic security to children who are
dependent on child support payments.
The receipt of child support should be
as antomatic as Social Security bene-
fits are for the elderly.

I urge my colleagues to join with me
in cosponsoring this important legisla-
tion. As a nation, we must realize that
paying child support is a fundamental
civic responsibility, and should be as
ingrained as paying taxes. While those
with child support obligations may
choose to run, they should not be al-
lowed to hide. We owe this much to our
children.

0 1530

GALLEGLY BILL TO EXTEND TAR-
GETED JOBS CREDIT TO DIS-
LOCATED DEFENSE WORKERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. GALLEGLY]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, | am pleased
to introduce today a bill to make dislocated
defense workers eligible for the targeted jobs
tax credit.

We are fortunate to be living at a time when
there are few serious threats to world peace,
thanks in large part to the determination and
military strength of the United States. We have
heard repeatedly the promise of some sort of
“peace dividend” as a result of the planned
reductions in our defense spending and
downsizing of our military forces. The sad
truth is that, thanks to the huge budget deficit
and outstanding domestic spending programs,
whatever peace dividend there might be from
projected defense cutbacks has already been
committed. Moreover, as a consequence of
cutbacks, many of our best-trained, most pro-
ductive and most patriotic citizens are already
paying a steep price for this dividend.

Over the next 5 years, one quarter of our
Armed Forces—approximately 450,000 active
duty personnel—is scheduled for displace-
ment. In addition, some 150,000 civilians will
be let go from their military jobs. According to
Business Week magazine, if defense spending
is slashed by $150 bilion over the next 5
years, as proposed, over 3.3 million jobs will
be lost in the private sector.

The Federal Government has an obligation
to try to help the millions of Americans who
will lose their jobs through no fault of their
own, but as a direct result of reductions in de-
fense expenditures that their own contributions
to winning the cold war helped make possible.
Americans from all walks of life have served
their country with pride and distinction, out of
patriotic duty and a commitment to fight for
peace and freedom and to protect America
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from the threat of world communism. Many of
them have come to look upon military service
as a career. Despite promises of promotion
and adventure, thousands of men and women
in uniform are suddenly facing forced separa-
tion. Their dreams for the future have been
dashed in our rush to downsize our military
forces to fit the demands of a new world order
and meet the needs of a peacetime defense.

Our Nation's defenses include not only the
military services, the officers and enlisted men
and women on active duty and in the National
Guard and the Reserves. They also include
the many industries and large and small busi-
nesses employing millions of civilian workers
who produce the planes, ships, and weaponry,
the machines and materials, and the aero-
space and electronic tools that have enabled
America to remain MNo. 1 in the world and
meet its cold war defense needs. In our ea-
gerness to cut back the defense budget over-
night, we are contributing to the current eco-
nomic recession by pushing many firms into
bankruptcy and by throwing their employees
out of work, into unemployment lines and onto
welfare and forcing their families into anxiety
and despair.

Under the circumstances, | believe that we
have an obligation to help these victims of de-
mobilization. These men and women have al-
ready paid their dues. They have proven that
they can hold down a job and carry respon-
sibility; that they have the education, training,
experience, and the desire to make a positive
contribution ‘to work force productivity and to
our Nation’s global competitiveness. What
these people need most of all is a new job,
the opportunity to prove themselves and be
productive members of society again. What |
propose is the incentive for an employer to
hire them and train them for that new job.

| propose that the targeted jobs tax credit
[TJTC] be extended to cover dislocated de-
fense workers who, because of reductions in
defense expenditures, have lost their jobs
through no fault of their own. The new mem-
bers of this targeted group are all victims of
defense cutbacks—those military personnel
who are involuntarily separated, but honorably
discharged; Defense Department civilian em-
ployees involuntarily terminated; and employ-
ees involuntarily terminated from defense-re-
lated jobs in the private sector. The credit
would be available to an employer who hires
a dislocated worker within 1 year of his or her
separation from a previous defense-related
job.

TJTC is a program that has already proven
successful in promoting employment opportu-
nities for economically disadvantaged youth,
Vietnam-era veterans, cooperative education
teenagers, ex-offenders, vocational rehabilita-
tion referrals, and persons on AFDC, SSI, and
other general assistance programs. The tar-
geted jobs credit relies on the private sector,
rather than Government, using a simple,
straightforward fiscal mechanism now avail-
able to business. It requires no new Federal
bureaucracy nor a welfare handout.

This legislation provides a practical, cost-ef-
fective approach to a pressing problem. Given
the uncertain state of our economy and the
lives that are involved, | urge immediate con-
gressional consideration of this bill.

Mr. Speaker, the text of the bill follows:
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H.R. —

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. DISLOCATED DEFENSE WORKERS
TREATED AS MEMBERS OF TAR-
GETED GROUP.

{a) General Rule.—Paragraph (1) of section
51(d) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
(defining members of a targeted group) is
amended by striking ‘““or"* at the end of sub-
paragraph (I), by striking the period at the
end of subparagraph (J), and ingerting *, or",
and by adding at the end thereof the follow-
ing new subparagraph:

“{K) a dislocated defense worker."

(b) DISLOCATED DEFENSE WORKER.—Sub-
section (d) of section 51 of such Code is
amended by redesignating paragraphs (13),
(14), (156), and (16), as paragraphs (14), (15),
(16), and (17), respectively, and by inserting
after paragraph (12) the following new para-
graph:

'(13) DISLOCATED DEFENSE WORKER.—The
term ‘dislocated defense worker' means any
individual—

“(A) IT—

‘(1) the Secretary of Defense certifies
that— A

“(I) such individual had been involuntarily
separated (within the meaning of section 1141
of title 10, United States Code) from the
Armed Forces as the result of reductions in
defense expenditures, or

“(II) such individual had been involuntar-
ily terminated from civilian employment in
the Defense Department as the result of re-
ductions in defense expenditures, or

“(i1) the designated local agency certifies
that such individual was involuntarily ter-
minated from employment by an employer
(other than a governmental body) as the re-
sult of reductions in such employer's busi-
ness caused by reductions in defense expendi-
tures, and

*(B) if the hiring date is during the 1-year

period beginning on the date of the involun-
tary separation or termination (as the case
may be) referred to in subparagraph (A).
For purposes of paragraph (17), any reference
to the designated local agency shall, in the
cae of individuals referred to in subpara-
graph (A)i), include a reference to the Sec-
retary of Defense.”

(¢) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to individ-
uals who begin work for the employer after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

THE SINEWS OF PEACE AND THE
RIVER OF TIME AND THE IMPER-
ATIVE OF ACTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. EMERSON] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, on
March 5, 1946, the former Prime Min-
ister of Great Britain, Winston Church-
ill, went to Missouri at the request of
President Truman and delivered a
speech at what was later to become my
alma mater, Westminster College, enti-
tled *“The Sinews of Peace,”” otherwise
known as ‘“‘the Iron Curtain speech.” It
has been said of this speech that it may
be regarded as the most important
Churchill delivered as leader of the op-
position during the period 1945 to 1951.

It contains certain phrases: ‘““The spe-
cial relationship,”” ‘‘the sinews of
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peace,”” which at once entered into gen-
eral use and which have survived, but
it is the passage on ‘‘the Iron Curtain’
which attracted immediate inter-
national attention and had incalcula-
ble impact upon public opinion in the
United States and in Western Europe.

Russian historians date the begin-
ning of the cold war from this speech.
In its phraseology, in its intricate
drawing together of several themes to
an electrifying climax, this speech may
be regarded as a technical classic.

Yesterday, May 6, 1992, Mikhail
Sergeyevich Gorbachev spoke from the
very same podium Winston Churchill
spoke from in 1946 and delivered an ad-
dress entitled ‘‘The River of Time and
the Imperative of Action.”

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the
REcORD I am enclosing Mr. Churchill’s
speech of March 5, 1946, and Mr.
Gorbachev's speech of yesterday.

THE SINEWS OF PEACE
[By Winston Churchill]

I am glad to come to Westminster College
this afternoon, and am complimented that
you should give me a degree. The name
“Westminster' is somehow familiar to me. I
seem to have heard of it before. Indeed it was
at Westminster that I received a very large
part of my education in politics, dialectic,
rhetoric, and one or two other things. In fact
we have both been educated at the same, or
similar, or, at any rate, kindred establish-
ments.

It is also an honour, perhaps almost
unique, for a private visitor to be introduced
to an academic audience by the President of
the United States. Amid his heavy burdens,
duties, and responsibilities—unsought but
not recoiled from—the President has trav-
elled a thousand miles to dignify and mag-
nify our meeting here today and to give me
an opportunity of addressing this kindred
nation, as well as my own countrymen
across the ocean, and perhaps some other
countries too. The President has told you
that it is his wish, as I am sure it is yours,
that I should have full liberty to give my
true and faithful counsel in these anxious
and baffling times. 1 shall certainly avail
myself of this freedom, and feel the more
right to do so because any private ambitions
I may have cherished in my younger days
have been satisfied beyond my wildest
dreams. Let me, however, make it clear that
I have no official mission or status of any
kind, and that I speak only for myself. There
is nothing here but what you see.

I can therefore allow my mind, with the
experience of a lifetime, to play over the
problems which beset us on the morrow of
our absolute victory in arms, and to try to
make sure with what strength I have that
what has been gained with so much sacrifice
and suffering shall be preserved for the fu-
ture glory and safety of mankind.

The United States stands at this time at
the pinnacle of world power. It is a solemn
moment for the American Democracy. For
with primacy in power is also joined an awe-
inspiring accountability to the future. If you
look around you, you must feel not only the
sense of duty done but also you must feel
anxiety lest you fall below the level of
achievement. Opportunity is here now, clear
and shining for both our countries. To reject
it or ignore it or fritter it away will bring
upon us all the long reproaches of the after-
time. It is necessary that constancy of mind,
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persistency of purpose, and the grand sim-
plicity of decision shall guide and rule the
conduct of the English-speaking peoples in
peace as they did in war. We must, and I be-
lieve we shall, prove ourselves equal to this
severe requirement.

When American military men approach
some serious situation they are wont to
write at the head of their directive the words
“‘over-all strategic concept.”” There is wis-
dom in this, as it leads to clarity of thought.
What then is the over-all strategic concept
which we should inscribe today? It is nothing
less than the safety and welfare, the freedom
and progress, of all the homes and families of
all the men and women in all the lands. And
here I speak particularly of the myriad cot-
tage or apartment homes where the wage-
earner strives amid the accidents and dif-
ficulties of life to guard his wife and children
from privation and bring the family up in
the fear of the Lord, or upon ethical concep-
tions which often play their potent part.

To give security to these countless homes,
they must be shielded from the two giant
maraunders, war and tyranny. We all know
the frightful disturbances in which the ordi-
nary family is plunged when the curse of war
swoops down upon the bread-winner and
those for whom he works and contrives. The
awful ruin of Europe, with all its vanished
glories, and of large parts of Asia glares us in
the eyes. When the designs of wicked men or
the aggressive urge of mighty States dissolve
over large areas the frame of civilised soci-
ety, humble folk are confronted with dif-
ficulties with which they cannot cope. For
them all is distorted, all is broken, even
ground to pulp.

When I stand here this quiet afterncon I
shudder to visualise what is actually happen-
ing to millions now and what is going to hap-
pen in this period when famine stalks the
earth. None can compute what has been
called *‘the unestimated sum of human
pain."”” Our supreme task and duty is to guard
the homes of the common people from the
horrors and miseries of another war. We are
all agreed on that.

Our American military colleagues, after
having proclaimed their ‘“‘over-all strategic
concept” and computed available resources,
always proceed to the next step—namely, the
method. Here again there is widespread
agreement. A world organization has already
been erected for the prime purpose of pre-
venting war, UNO, the successor of the
League of Nations, with the decisive addition
of the United States and all that that means,
is already at work. We must make sure that
its work is fruitful, that it is a reality and
not, a sham, that it is a force for action, and
not merely a frothing of words, that it is a
true temple of peace in which the shields of
many nations can some day be hung up, and
not merely a cockpit in a Tower of Babel.
Before we cast away the solid assurances of
national armaments for self-preservation we
must be certain that our temple is built, not
upon shifting sands or quagmires, but upon
the rock. Anyone can see with his eyes open
that our path will be difficult and also long,
but if we persevere together as we did in the
two world wars—though not, alas, in the in-
terval between them—I cannot doubt that we
shall achieve our common purpose in the
end.

I have, however, a definite and practical
proposal to make for action. Courts and
magistrates may be set up but they cannot
function without sheriffs and constables. The
United Nations organization must imme-
diately begin to be equipped with an inter-
national armed force. In such a matter we
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can only go step by step, but we must begin
now. I propose that each of the Powers and
States should be invited to delegate a cer-
tain number of air squadrons to the service
of the world organization. These squadrons
would be trained and prepared in their own
countries, but would move around in rota-
tion from one country to another. They
would wear the uniform of their own coun-
tries but with different badges. They would
not be required to act against their own na-
tion, but in other respects they would be di-
rected by the world organization. This might
be started on a modest scale and would grow
as confidence grew. I wished to see this done
after the first world war, and I devoutly
trust it may be done forthwith.

It would nevertheless be wrong and impru-
dent to entrust the secret knowledge or ex-
perience of the atomic bomb, which the Unit-
ed States, Great Britain, and Canada now
share, to the world organization, while it is
still in its infancy. It would be criminal mad-
ness to cast it adrift in this still agitated
and un-united world. No one in any country
has slept less well in their beds because this
knowledge and the method and the raw ma-
terials to apply it, are at present largely re-
tained in American hands. I do not believe
we should all have slept so soundly had the
positions been reversed and if some Com-
munist or neo-Fascist State monopolised for
the time being these dread agencies. The fear
of themn alone might easily have been used to
enforce totalitarian systems upon the free
democratic world, with consequences appall-
ing to human imagination. God has willed
that this shall not be and we have at least a
breathing space to set our house in order be-
fore this peril has to be encountered: and
even then, if no effort is spared, we should
still possess so formidable a superiority as to
impose effective deterrents upon its employ-
ment, or threat of employment, by others.
Ultimately, when the essential brotherhood
of man is truly embodied and expressed in a
world organization with all the necessary
practical safeguards to make it effective,
these powers would naturally be confided to
that world organization.

Now I come to the second danger of these
two marauders which threatens the cottage,
the home, and the ordinary people—namely,
tyranny. We cannot be blind to the fact that
the liberties enjoyed by individual citizens
throughout the British Empire are not valid
in a considerable number of countries, some
of which are very powerful. In these States
control is enforced upon the common people
by various kinds of all-embracing police gov-
ernments. The power of the State is exer-
cised without restraint, either by dictators
or by compact oligarchies operating through
a privileged party and a political police. It is
not our duty at this time when difficulties
are s0 numerous to interfere forcibly in the
internal affairs of countries which we have
not conquered in war. But we must never
cease to proclaim in fearless tones the great
principles of freedom and the rights of man
which are the joint inheritance of the Eng-
lish-speaking world and which through
Magna Carta, the Bill of Rights, the Habeas
Corpus, trial by jury, and the English com-
mon law find their most famous expression
in the American Declaration of Independ-
ence.

All this means that the people of any coun-
try have the right, and should have the
power by constitutional action, by free un-
fettered elections, with secret ballot, to
choose or change the character or form of
government. under which they dwell; that
freedom of speech and thought should reign;
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that courts of justice, independent of the ex-
ecutive, unbiased by any party, should ad-
minister laws which have received the broad
assent of large majorities or are consecrated
by time and custom. Here are the title deeds
of freedom which should lie in every cottage
home. Here is the message of the British and
American peoples to mankind. Let us preach
what we practise—let us practise what we
preach.

I have now stated the two great dangers
which menace the homes of the people: War
and Tyranny. I have not yet spoken of pov-
erty and privation which are in many cases
the prevailing anxiety. But if the dangers of
war and tyranny are removed, there is no
doubt that science and co-operation can
bring In the next few years to the world, cer-
tainly in the next few decades newly taught
in the sharpening school of war, an expan-
sion of material well-being beyond anything
that has yet occurred in human experience.
Now, at this sad and breathless moment, we
are plunged in the hunger and distress which
are the aftermath of our stupendous strug-
gle; but this will pass and may pass quickly,
and there iz no reason except human folly or
sub-human crime which should deny to all
the nations the inauguration and enjoyment
of an age of plenty. I have often used words
which I learned fifty years ago from a great
Irish-American orator, a friend of mine, Mr.
Bourke Cockran. “There is enough for all.
The earth is a generous mother; she will pro-
vide in plentiful abundance food for all her
children if they will but cultivate her soil in
justice and in peace.” So far I feel that we
are in full agreement.

Now, while still pursuing the method of
realising our overall strategic concept, I
come to the crux of what I have traveled
here to say. Neither the sure prevention of
war, nor the continuous rise of world organi-
zation will be gained without what I have
called the fraternal association of the Eng-
lish-speaking peoples. This means a special
relationship between the British Common-
wealth and Empire and the United States.
This is no time for generalities, and 1 will
venture to be precise. Fraternal association
requires not only the growing friendship and
mutual understanding between our two vast
but kindred systems of society, but the con-
tinuance of the intimate relationship be-
tween our military advisers, leading to com-
mon study of potential dangers, the similar-
ity of weapons and manuals of instructions,
and to the interchange of officers and cadets
at technical colleges. It should carry with it
the continuance of the present facilities for
mutual security by the joint use of all Naval
and Air Force bases in the possession of ei-
ther country all over the world. This would
perhaps double the mobility of the American
Navy and Air Force. It would greatly expand
that of the British Empire Forces and it
might well lead, if and as the world calms
down, to important financial savings. Al-
ready we use together a large number of is-
lands; more may well be entrusted to our
joint care in the near future.

The United States has already a Perma-
nent Defence Agreement with the Dominion
of Canada, which is so devotedly attached to
the British Commonwealth and Empire. This
Agreement is more effective than many of
those which have often been made under for-
mal alliances. This prineciple should be ex-
tended to all British Commonwealths with
full reciprocity. Thus, whatever happens, and
thus only, shall we be secure ourselves and
able to work together for the high and sim-
ple causes that are dear to us and bode no ill
to any. Eventually there may come—I feel
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eventually there will come—the principle of
common citizenship, but that we may be
content to leave to destiny., whose out-
stretched arm many of us can already clear-
1y see.

There is however an important question we
must ask ourselves., Would a special relation-
ship between the United States and the Brit-
ish Commonwealth be inconsistent with our
over-riding loyalties to the World Organi-
zation? I reply that, on the contrary, it is
probably the only means by which that orga-
nization will achieve its full stature and
strength. There are already the special Unit-
ed States relations with Canada which I have
just mentioned, and there are the special re-
lations between the United States and the
South American Republics. We British have
our twenty years Treaty of Collaboration
and Mutual Assistance with Soviet Russia. I
agree with Mr. Bevin, the Foreign Secretary
of Great Britain, that it might well be a fifty
years Treaty so far as we are concerned. We
aim at nothing but mutual assistance and
collaboration. The British have an alliance
with Portugal unbroken since 1384, and
which produced fruitful results at critical
moments in the late war. None of these clash
with the general interest of a world agree-
ment, or a world organization; on the con-
trary they help it. *‘In my father's house are
many mansions.” Special associations be-
tween members of the United Nations which
have no aggressive point against any other
country, which harbour no design incompat-
ible with the Charter of the United Nations,
far from being harmful, are beneficial and, as
I believe, indispensable.

I spoke earlier of the Temple of Peace.
Workmen from all countries must build that
temple. If two of the workmen know each
other particularly well and are old friends, if
their families are inter-mingled, and if they
have '‘faith in each other's purpose, hope in
each other's future and charity towards each
other's shortcomings—to quote some good
words I read here the other day—why cannot
they work together at the common task as
friends and partners? Why cannot they share
their tools and thus increase each other’s
working powers? Indeed they must do so or
else the temple may not be built, or, being
built, it may collapse, and we shall all be
proved again unteachable and have to go and
try to learn again for a third time in a
school of war, incomparably more rigorous
than that from which we have just been re-
leased. The dark ages may return, the Stone
Age may return on the gleaming wings of
science, and what might now shower im-
measurable material blessings upon man-
kind, may even bring about its total destruc-
tion. Beware, I say; time may be short. Do
not let us take the course of allowing events
to drift along until it is too late. If there is
to be a fraternal association of the kind I
have described, with all the extra strength
and security which both our countries can
derive from it, let us make sure that that
great fact is known to the world, and that it
plays its part in steadying and stabilizing
the foundations of peace. There is the path of
wisdom. Prevention is better than cure.

A shadow has fallen upon the scenes so
lately lighted by the Allied victory. Nobody
knows what Soviet Russia and its Com-
munist international organization intends to
do in the immediate future, or what are the
limits, if any, to their expansive and pros-
elytizing tendencies. I have a strong admira-
tion and regard for the valiant Russian peo-
ple and for my wartime comrade, Marshal
Stalin. There is deep sympathy and goodwill
in Britain—and I doubt not here also—to-
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wards the peoples of all the Russias and a re-
solve to persevere through many differences
and rebuffs in establishing lasting friend-
ships. We understand the Russian need to be
secure on her western frontiers by the re-
moval of all possibility of German aggres-
sion. We welcome Russia to her rightful
place among the leading nations of the
world. We welcome her flag upon the seas.
Above all, we welcome constant, frequent
and growing contacts between the Russian
people and our own people on both sides of
the Atlantic. It is my duty however, for I am
sure you would wish me to state the facts as
I see them to you, to place before you cer-
tain facts about the present position in Eu-
rope.

From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in
the Adriatic, an iron curtain has descended
across the Continent. Behind that line lie all
the capitals of the ancient states of Central
and Eastern Europe. Warsaw, Berlin, Prague,
Vienna, Budapest, Belgrade, Bucharest and
Sofia, all these famous cities and the popu-
lations around them lie in what I must call
the Soviet sphere, and all are subject in one
form or another, not only to Soviet influence
but to a very high and, in many cases, in-
creasing measure of control from Moscow.
Athens alone—Greece with its immortal glo-
ries—is free to decide its future at an elec-
tion under British, American and French ob-
servation. The Russian-dominated Polish
Government has been encouraged to make
enormous and wrongful inroads upon Ger-
many, and mass expulsions of millions of
Germans on a scale grievous and undreamed-
of are now taking place. The Communist par-
ties, which were very small in all these East-
ern States of Europe, have been raised to
pre-eminence and power far beyond their
numbers and are seeking everywhere to ob-
tain totalitarian control. Police govern-
ments are prevailing in nearly every case,
and so far, except in Czechoslovakia, there is
no true democracy.

Turkey and Persia are both profoundly
alarmed and disturbed at the claims which
are being made upon them and at the pres-
sure being exerted by the Moscow Govern-
ment. An attempt is being made by the Rus-
sians in Berlin to build up a quasi-Com-
munist party in their zone of Occupied Ger-
many by showing special favours to groups
of left-wing German leaders. At the end of
the fighting last June, the American and
British Armies withdrew westwards, in ac-
cordance with an earlier agreement to a
depth at some points of 150 miles upon a
front of nearly four hundred miles, in order
to allow our Russian allies to occupy this
vast expanse of territory which the Western
Democracies had conguered.

If now the Soviet Government tries, by
separate action, to build up a pro-Com-
munist Germany in their areas, this will
cause new serious difficulties in the British
and American zones, and will give the de-
feated Germans the power of putting them-
selves up to auction between the Soviets and
the Western Democracies. Whatever conclu-
sions may be drawn from these facts—and
facts they are—this is certainly not the Lib-
erated Europe we fought to build up. Nor is
it one which contains the essentials of per-
manent peace.

The safety of the world requires a new
unity in Europe, from which no nation
should be permanently outcast. It is from
the quarrels of the strong parent races in Eu-
rope that the world wars we have witnessed,
or which occurred in former times, have
sprung. Twice in our own lifetime we have
seen the United States, against their wishes
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and their traditions, against arguments, the
force of which it is impossible not to com-
prehend, drawn by-irresistible forces, into
these wars in time to secure the victory of
the good cause, but only after frightful
slaughter and devastation had occurred.
Twice the United States has had to send sev-
eral million of its young men across the At-
lantic to find the war; but now war can find
any nation, wherever it may dwell between
dusk and dawn. Surely we should work with
conscious purpose for a grand pacification of
Europe, within the structure of the United
Nations and in accordance with its Charter.
That I feel is an open cause of policy of very
great importance,

In front of the iron curtain which lies
across Europe are other causes for anxiety.
In Italy the Communist Party is seriously
hampered by having to support the Com-
munist-trained Marshal Tito's claims to
former Italian territory at the head of the
Adriatic. Nevertheless the future of Italy
hangs in the balance. Again one cannot
imagine a regenerated Europe without a
strong France. All my pubic life I have
worked for a strong France and I never lost
faith in her destiny, even in the darkest
hours. I will not lose faith now. However, in
a great number of countries, far from the
Russian frontiers and throughout the world,
Communist fifth columns are established
and work in complete unity and absolute
obedience to the directions they receive from
the Communist center. Except in the British
Commonwealth and in the United States
where Communism is in its infancy, the
Communist parties or fifth columns con-
stitute a growing challenge and peril to
Christian civilization. These are somber
facts for anyone to have to recite on the nar-
row of a victory gained by so much splendid
comradeship in arms and in the cause of free-
dom and democracy; but we should be most
unwise not to face them squarely while time
remains.

The outlook is also anxious in the Far East
and especially in Manchuria. The Agreement
which was made at Yalta, to which I was a
party, was extremely favourable to Soviet
Russia, but it was made at a time when no
one could say that the German war might
not extend all through the summer and au-
tumn of 1945 and when the Japanese war was
expected to last for a further 18 months from
the end of the German war. In this country
you are all so well informed about the Far
East, and such devoted friends of China, that
I do not need to expatiate on the situation
there.

I have felt bound to portray the shadow
which, alike in the west and in the east, falls
upon the world. I was a high minister at the
time of the Versailles Treaty and a close
friend of Mr. Lloyd-George, who was the
head of the British delegation at Versailles.
I did not myself agree with many things that
were done, but I have a very strong impres-
sion in my mind of that situation, and I find
it painful to contrast it with that which pre-
vails now. In those days there were high
hopes and unbounded confidence that the
wars were over, and that the League of Na-
tions would become all-powerful. I do not see
or feel that same confidence or even the
same hopes in the haggard world at the
present time.

On the other hand I repulse the idea that a
new war is inevitable; still more that it is
imminent. It is because I am sure that our
fortunes are still in our own hands and that
we hold the power to save the future, that I
feel the duty to speak out now that I have
the occasion and the opportunity to do so. I
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do not believe that Soviet Russia desires
war. What they desire is the fruits of war and
the indefinite expansion of their power and
doctrines. But what we have to consider here
today while time remains, Is the permanent
prevention of war and the establishment of
conditions of freedom and democracy as rap-
idly as possible in all countries. Our difficul-
ties and dangers will not be removed by clos-
ing our eyes to them. They will not be re-
moved by mere waiting to see what happens;
nor will they be removed by a policy of ap-
peasement. What is needed is a settlement,
and the longer this is delayed, the more dif-
ficult it will be and the greater our dangers
will become.

From what I have seen of our Russian
friends and Allies during the war, I am con-
vinced that there is nothing they admire so
much as strength, and there is nothing for
which they have less respect than for weak-
ness, especially military weakness. For that
reason the old doctrine of a balance of power
is unsound. We cannot afford, if we can help
it, to work on narrow margins, offering
temptations to a trial of strength. If the
Western Democracies stand together in
strict adherence to the principles of the
United Nations Charter, their influence for
furthering those principles will be immense
and no one is likely to molest them. If how-
ever they become divided or falter in their
duty and if these all-important years are al-
lowed to slip away then indeed catastrophe
may overwhelm us all.

Last time I saw it all coming and cried
aloud to my own fellow-countrymen and to
the world, but no one paid any attention. Up
till the year 1933 or even 1935, Germany
might have been saved from the awful fate
which has overtaken her and we might all
have been spared the miseries Hitler let
loose upon mankind, There never was a war
in all history easier to prevent by timely ac-
tion than the one which has just desolated
such great areas of the globe. It could have
been prevented in my belief without the fir-
ing of a single shot, and Germany might be
powerful, prosperous and honoured today;
but no one would listen and one by one we
were all sucked into the awful whirlpool. We
surely must not let that happen again. This
can only be achieved by reaching now, in
1946, a good understanding on all points with
Russia under the general authority of the
United Nations Organization and by the
maintenance of that good understanding
through many peaceful years, by the world
instrument, supported by the whole strength
of the English-speaking world and all its
connections. There is the solution which I
respectfully offer to you in this Address to
which I have given the title ‘‘“The Sinews of
Peace."

Let no man underrate the abiding power of
the British Empire and Commonwealth. Be-
cause you see the 46 millions in our island
harassed about their food supply, of which
they only grow one half, even in war-time, or
because we have difficulty in restarting our
industries and export trade after six years of
passionate war effort, do not suppose that we
shall not come through these dark years of
privation as we have come through the glori-
ous years of agony, or that half a century
from now, you will not see 70 or 80 millions
of Britons spread about the world and united
in defense of our traditions, our way of life,
and of the world causes which you and we
espouse. If the population of the English-
speaking Commonwealths be added to that of
the United States with all that such coopera-
tion implies in the air, on the sea, all over
the globe and In science and in industry, and
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in moral force, there will be no quivering,
precarious balance of power to offer its
temptation to ambition or adventure. On the
contrary, there will be an overwhelming as-
surance of security. If we adhere faithfully
to the Charter of the United Nations and
walk forward in sedate and sober strength
seeking no one's land or treasure, seeking to
lay no arbitrary control upon the thoughts
of men; if ‘all British moral and material
forces and convictions are joined with your
own' in fraternal association, the high-roads
of the future will be clear, not only for us
but for all, not only for our time, but for a
century to come.

THE RIVER OF TIME AND THE IMPERATIVE OF

ACTION

(By Mikhall Sergeyevich Gorbachev)
1

Here we stand, before a sculpture in which
the sculptor’s imagination and fantasy, with
remarkable expressiveness and laconism,
convey the drama of the ‘‘Cold War," the ir-
repressible human striving to penetrate the
barriers of alienation and confrontation. It is
symbolic that this artist was the grand-
daughter of Winston Churchill and that this
sculpture should be in Fulton.

More than 46 years ago Winston Churchill
spoke in Fulton and in my country this
speech was singled out as the formal declara-
tion of the ‘“Cold War.” This was indeed the
first time the words, ‘‘Iron Curtain,” were
pronounced, and the whole Western World
was challenged to close ranks against the
threat of tyranny in the form of the Soviet
Union and Communist expansion. Every-
thing else in this speech, including Church-
ill's analysis of the postwar situation in the
world, his thoughts about the possibility of
preventing a third world war, the prospects
for progress, and methods of reconstructing
the postwar world, remained unknown to the
Soviet people.

Today, in paying tribute to this prominent
statesman, we can evaluate more quietly and
objectively both the merits of his speech and
the limitations of the analysis which it in-
cluded, his ideas and predictions, and his
strategic principles.

Since that time the world in which we live
has undergone tremendous changes. Even so,
however paradoxical it may sound, there is a
certain similarity between the situation
then and today. Then, the prewar structure
of international relations had virtually col-
lapsed, a new pattern of forces had emerged
along with a new set of interests and claims.

Different trends in world development
could be discerned, but their prospects were
not clearly outlined. New possibilities for
progress had appeared. Answers had to be
found to the challenges posed by new sub-
jects of international law. The atmosphere
was heavy—not only with hope, but also with
suspicion, lack of understanding, unpredict-
ability.

In other words, a situation had emerged in
which a decision with universal implications
had to be taken. Churchill's greatness is seen
in the fact that he was the first among lead-
ing political figures to understand that.

Indeed, the world community which had at
this time already established the United Na-
tions, was faced with a unique opportunity
to change the course of world development,
fundamentally altering the role in it of force
and of war. And, of course, this depended to
a decisive degree on the Soviet Union and
the United States—here I hardly need to ex-
plain why.

So I would like to commence my remarks
by noting that the U.S.S.R. and the U.S.
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missed that chance—the chance to establish
their relationship on a new basis of principle
and thereby to initiate a world order dif-
ferent from that which existed before the
war, I think it is clear that I am not suggest-
ing that they should have established a sort
of condominium over the rest of the world.
The opportunity was on a different plane al-
together.

If the United States and the Soviet Union
had been capable of understanding their re-
sponsibility and sensibly correlating their
national interests and strivings with the
rights and interests of other states and peo-
ples, the planet today would be a much more
suitable and favorable place for human life,
I have more than once criticized the foreign
policy of the Stalinist leadership in those
years. Not only was it incapable of reevalu-
ating the historical logic of the interwar pe-
riod, taking into account the experience and
results of the war, and following a course

‘which corresponded to the changed reality,

it committed a major error in equating the
victory of democracy over fascism with the
victory of socialism and aiming to spread so-
cialism throughout the world.

But the West, and the United States in par-
ticular, also committed an error. Its conclu-
sion about the probability of open Soviet
military aggression was unrealistic and dan-
gerous. This could never have happened, not
only because Stalin, as in 1939-191, was
afraid of war, did not want war, and never
would have engaged in a major war. But pri-
marily because the country was exhausted
and destroyed; it had lost tens of millions of
people, and the public hated war. Having won
a victory, the army and the soldiers were
dying to get home and get back to a normal
life.

By including the ‘‘nuclear component’ in
world politics, and on this basis unleashing a
monstrous arms race—and here the initiator
was the United States, the West—'"defense
sufficiency was exceeded,” as the lawyers
say. This was a fateful error.

So I would be so bold as to affirm that the
governing circles of the victorious powers
lacked an adequate strategic vision of the
possibilities for world development as they
emerged after the war—and, consequently, a
true understanding of their own countries’
national interests. Hiding behind slogans of
*1ove for peace’’ and defense of their people’s
interests, on both sides decisions were taken
which split asunder the world which had just
succeeded in overcoming fascism because it
was united.

And on both sides this was justified ideo-
logically. The conflict was presented as the
inevitable opposition between good and
evil—all the evil, of course, being attributed
to the opponent. This continued for decades
until it became evident that we were ap-
proaching the abyss. I am stating this be-
cause the world community has paid dearly
for the errors committed at this turning-
point in world history.

In the major centers of world politics the
choice, it would seem, has today been made
in favor of peace, cooperation, interaction,
and overall security. And in pushing forward
to a new civilization we should under no cir-
cumstances again make the intellectual, and
consequently political, error of interpreting
victory in the “Cold War' narrowly as a vie-
tory for oneself, one's own way of life, for
one's own values and merits. This was a vic-
tory over a scheme for the development of
humanity which was becoming slowly
congealed and leading us to destruction. It
was a shattering of the vicious circle into
which we had driven ourselves. This was al-
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together a victory for common sense, reason,
democracy, and common human values.
1

Churchill urged us to think ‘‘super-
strategically,” meaning by this the capacity
to rise above the subsidiary problems and
particularities of current realities, focusing
on the major trends and being guided by
them.

What are the characteristics of the world
situation today? In thinking over the proc-
esses which we ourselves have witnessed, we
are forced to conclude that humanity is at a
major turning-point. Not only the peoples of
the former U.S.8.R., but the whole world is
living through this watershed situation. This
is not just some ordinary stage of develop-
ment, like many others in world history.
This is a turning-point on a historic and
worldwide scale and signifies the incipient
substitution of one paradigm of civilization
by another.

Since antiquity the progress of humanity
has occurred within the framework of re-
gional civilizations and relatively autono-
mous societies—autonomous in the sense
that the interaction among them was not
the determining factor in the development of
a given state or a given people and did not
turn into an all-encompassing interdepend-
ence. Before our eyes this pattern of rela-
tions is receding into the past. It is being
overtaken by powerful global integrating
trends due to the far-reaching scientific and
technical revolution, the internationaliza-
tion of economic processes, and the profound
transformation of the conditions of human
life. X

All of this allows us to conclude that there
has been a radical change in the very forms
of social development which existed in the
past—a change in the organization of social
life and in virtually every area of human ex-
istence. What is more, there has been a
change in people's internal world, in how
they visualize moral values and social ideals.

These changes, of course, did not start
today or yesterday. But it is today, before
our eyes and with our participation, that
they enter their decisive, watershed phase,
when all spheres of human activity—produc-
tion, economics, finance, the market, poli-
tics, science, culture and the like—become
integrated on a world-wide scale. This exist-
ing and intensifying integration of the world
reveals a broad spectrum of favorable oppor-
tunities for the future of mankind.

First and foremost, it signifies the possi-
bility of creating a global international se-
curity system, thus preventing large-scale
military conflicts like the world wars of the
20th century and facilitating a radical reduc-
tion in levels of armaments and reducing the
burden of military expenditures. This sig-
nifies that the attention, and the resources,
of the world community can be focussed on
solving problems in non-military areas: de-
mography, ecology, food production, energy
sources, and the like. This means new oppor-
tunities for economic progress, ensuring nor-
mal conditions of life for the Earth's growing
population and improved living conditions.

We have, in fact, already started moving in
that direction. But the significance of these
changes, while a great source of hope, should
not blind us to the dangers—some of which
we have already encountered. It would be a
supreme tragedy if the world, having over-
come the “1946 model,” were to find itself
once again in a ‘1914 model” world. A major
international effort will be needed to render
irreversible the shift in favor of a democratic
world—and democratic for the whole of hu-
manity, not just for half of it.
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I am in full agreement with Secretary of
State James Baker's formulation. The exist-
ing dangers are largely a function of the wa-
tershed character of the times we live in
* % * It is quite clear that the enhanced in-
tegration and interdependence of the world
at the same time creates new tensions—both
domestically and internationally—un-
leashing processes which earlier were hidden
from view. The very fact that the two world
blocks are no longer in confrontation and
that the collapse of totalitarian regimes has
released centrifugal forces which had been
temporarily frozen—territorial and intergov-
ernmental contradictions and claims—has
encouraged an exaggerated nationalism. And
this has already led to much bloodshed.

The ending of the global confrontation of
nuclear superpowers, and of the ideological
opposition between the two world systems,
has rendered even more visible today's major
contradiction—between the rich and poor
countries, between ‘‘North" and ‘“‘South’.
All these terms today are not merely con-
ventional.

The essence of the situation is not altered
by the fact that several countries of the
“South’’ have shaken off poverty and back-
wardness, while some are treading on the
heels of the old developed countries. Still the
correlation between poverty and wealth in
the modern world has not improved, but has
actually deteriorated due to the profound
crisis in the countries which have emerged
from the USSR. The situation is made worse
by the headlong development of world com-
munications and the systematic trans-
mission of information, inculcating in the
less developed countries a more intense feel-
ing of social deprivation and even of hope-
lessness and despair.

Turning now to the world economy, the in-
creasingly close links between national
economies and markets is accompanied by
intensified international competition, lead-
ing to de facto trade wars and a threatened
rebirth of protectionism. One of the worst of
the new dangers is ecological. When Winston
Churchill gave his speech here, most people
on this planet did not even suspect a mortal
threat from that direction.

But today, global climatic shifts, the
greenhouse effect, the “ozone hole,” acid
rain, contamination of the atmosphere, soil,
and water by industrial and household waste,
the destruction of the forests, etc., all
threaten the stability of the planet. Despite
all the efforts being made to prevent ecologi-
cal catastrophe, the destruction of nature is
intensifying. And the effects of our poisoning
of the spiritual sphere—drug addiction, alco-
holism, terrorism, crime—become further ec-
ological threats. All of this together height-
ens the probability of social, national, and
international conflicts.

Not having understood the transitional
character of the present international sys-
tem, with all its inherent contradictions and
conflicts, politicians again risk committing
errors which would have the most baneful
consequences for all. The prospect of cata-
strophic climatic changes, more frequent
droughts, floods, hunger, epidemics, na-
tional-ethnic conflicts, and other similar ca-
tastrophes compels governments to adopt a
world perspective and seek generally appli-
cable solutions. The only alternative would
be an intensification of conflicts throughout
the world, instability of political systems,
civil wars, i.e., ultimately, a threat to world
peace.

This means that we need another under-
standing of the problems of international se-
curity, of national interest, and of the tasks
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which must be solved to guarantee the sur-
vival of humanity. We must explore various
scenarios, including the most unfavorable,
predicting their occurrence so as to be able
to act accordingly. Some experience already
exists in varions areas: the Persian Gulf,
Yugoslavia, Cambodia, Korea, the Caucasus,
the Baltic region, the earthquake in Arme-
nia, the Chernobyl disaster. What is impor-
tant is that all these varied undertakings by
the world community bear the imprint of the
new atmosphere in the world, one which
emerged, among other reasons, thanks to
Perestroyka and the New Thinking.

One consequence of increasing world inte-
gration is the democratization of inter-
national relations. It would seem that all are
agreed that the bipolar system has ex-
hausted its potential. The view exists that it
will be replaced by a monocentric one. But
most people feel that the world will be
multipolar. This would probably be accept-
able if, of course, one bears in mind that this
is not the type of redistribution of roles
which was customary in the past.

No, the principle according to which cer-
tain states or groups of states could monopo-
lize the international arena is no longer
valid. What is emerging is a more complex
global structure of international relations.
An awareness of the need for some kind of
global government is gaining ground, one in
which all members of the world community
would take part. Events should not be al-
lowed to develop spontaneously. There must
be an adequate response to global changes
and challenges. If we are to eliminate force
and prevent conflicts from developing into a
worldwide conflagration, we must seek
means of collective action by the world com-

; munity.

There are chances for peace. This is con-
firmed by what has happened to the political
views of the leaders of the Great Powers in
the past few years. What is needed are prin-
ciples and mechanisms for converting possi-
bility into reality. The principles are gen-
erally known. I spoke of them in New York
at the United Nations General Assembly in
the end of 1988.

m

What has to be done is to create the nec-
essary mechanisms? In my position it is not
very appropriate to give them names. It is
important that they should be authorized by
the world community to deal with problems.
Without: that there is no point in talking
about a new era or a new civilization. I will
limit myself to designating the lines of ac-
tivity and the competence of such mecha-
nisms.

Nuclear and chemical weapons. Rigid con-
trols must be instituted to prevent their dis-
semination, including measures of compul-
sion in cases of wviolation. An agreement
must be concluded between all presently nu-
clear states on procedures for. cutting back
on such weapons and lignidating them. Fi-
nally a world convention on chemical weap-
ons should be signed.

The peaceful use of nuclear energy. The
powers of the IAEA must be strengthened,
and it is imperative that all countries work-
ing in this area be included in the IAEA sys-
tem. The procedures of the IAEA should be
tightened up and the work performed in a
more open and aboveboard manner. Under
United Nations auspices a powerful consor-
tium should be created to finance the mod-
ernization or liquidation of highly risky nu-
clear power stations, and also to store spent
fuel. A set of world standards for nuclear
power plants should be established. Work on
nuclear fusion must be expanded and intensi-
fied.



10626

The export of conventional weapons. Gov-
ernmental exports of such weapons should be
ended by the year 2000, and, in regions of
armed conflict, it should be curtailed at
once. The illegal trade in such arms must be
equated with international terrorism and the
drug trade. With respect to these questions
the intelligence services of the states which
are permanent members of the Security
Council should be coordinated. And the Secu-
rity Council itself must be slightly expanded,
which I will mention in a moment.

Regional conflicts. Considering the impar-
tially examined experience obtained in the
Middle East, in Africa, in Southeast Asia,
Korea, Yugoslavia, the Caucasus, and Af-
ghanistan, a special body should be set up
under the United Nations Security Council
with the right to employ political, diplo-
matic, economic, and military means to set-
tle and prevent such conflicts.

Human rights. The European process has
officially recognized the universality of this
common human value, i.e., the acceptability
of international interference wherever
human rights are being violated. This task is
not easy even for states which signed the
Paris Charter of 1990 and even less so for all
states members of the United Nations. How-
ever, I believe that the new world order will
not be fully realized unless the United Na-
tions and its Security Council do not create
structures (taking into consideration exist-
ing United Nations and regional structures)
authorized to impose sanctions and to make
use of other measures of compulsion,

Food, demography, economic assistance. It
is no accident that these problems should be
dealt with in this connection. Upon their so-
lution depends the biological viability of the
Earth's population and the minimal social
stability needed for a civilized existence of
states and peoples. Major scientific, finan-
cial, political, and public organizations—
among them, the authoritative Club of
Rome—have long been occupied with these
problems. However, the newly emerging type
of international interaction will make pos-
gible a breakthrough in our practical ap-
proach to them. I would propose that next
year a world conference be held on this sub-
ject, one similar to the forthcoming ecologi-
cal conference.

v

Ladies and Gentlemen: All of these prob-
lems demand an enhanced level of organiza-
tion of the international community. How-
ever, even now, at a time of sharply in-
creased interdependence in the world, many
countries are morbidly jealous of their sov-
ereignty, and many peoples of their national
independence and identify. This is one of the
newest global contradictions, one which
must be overcome by joint effort. That it
can, in principle, be overcome can be seen
from the experience of the European commu-
nities and, although still to only a slight de-
gree, from the European process as a whole.

Here the decisive role may and must be
played by the United Nations. Of course, it
must be restructured, together with its com-
ponent bodies, in order to be capable of con-
fronting the new tasks. These ideas have
long been under discussion, and many pro-
posals have been put forward. I myself have
no plan of my own for reorganizing the Unit-
ed Nations. I will just address the basic pa-
rameters of the changes which are ready for
solution.

The United Nations, which emerged from
the results and the lessons of the second
World War, is still marked by the period of
its creation. This is true both with respect to
the makeup of its subsidiary bodies and aux-
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iliary institutions and with respect to its
functioning. Nothing, for instance, other
than the division Into victors and van-
quished, explains why such countries as Ger-
many and Japan do not figure among the
permanent members of the Security Counecil.

In general, I feel Article 53 on ‘‘hostile
states'” should be immediately deleted from
the UN Charter. Also, the criterion of posses-
sion of nuclear weapons would be archaic in
the new era before us. The great country of
India should be represented in the Security
Council. The authority and potential of this
Council would also be enhanced by incorpo-
ration on a permanent basis of Italy, Indo-
nesia, Canada, Poland, Brazll, Mexico, and
Egypt, even if initially they do not possess
the veto. y

The Security Council will require better
support, more effective and more numerous
peace-keeping forces. Under certain cir-
cumstances it will be desirable to put certain
national armed forces at the disposal of the
Security Council, making them subordinate
to the United Nations military command.

The proposal, which I accept, has already
been made that a global observation system
be established for spotting emergencies. The
United Nations Secretary-General should be
authorize to put it into action even before a
conflict becomes violent. Closer coordination
of UN organs with regional structures would
only enhance its capacity to settle disputes
in the world.

Of course, the UN’s contemporary role,
and, first and foremost, an expanded and
strengthened Security Council, will require
substantial funding. The method adopted for
financing at the founding of the United Na-
tions revealed its weaknesses just as soon as,
some years later, it became more active and
came closer to actually carrying out the
tasks assigned by its founders. This method
must be supplemented by some mechanism
tying the UN to the world economy.

My thoughts may, at first glance, appear
somewhat unrealistic. But we will count on
the fact that business is becoming more hu-
mane, that a powerful process of technical
and political internationalization is taking
place, and that business is achieving an in-
creasingly organic relationship with contem-
porary world politics into which the seeds of
the “new thinking’' have been cast. Today
democracy must prove that it can exist not
only as the antithesis of totalitarianism.
This means that it must move from the na-
tional arena to the international.

On today’s agenda is not just a union of
democratic states, but also a democratically
organized world community. Thus, we live
today in a watershed era. One epoch has
ended, and a second Is commencing. No one
yet knows how concrete it will be. Having
long been orthodox Marxists, we were sure
we knew. But life once again refuted those
who claimed to be know-it-alls and messiahs.

It is clear that the 20th century nurtured
immense opportunities. And from it we are
inheriting frightful, apocalyptic threats. But
we have at our disposal a great science, one
which will help us avoid crude miscalcula-
tions. Moral values have survived in this
frightful century, and these will assist and
support us in this, the most difficult, transi-
tion in the history of humanity—from one
gualitative state to another.

In concluding I would like to return to my
starting-point. From this tribune Churchill
issued an appeal to the United Nations to
rescue peace and progress, but primarily to
Anglo-Saxon unity as the nucleus to which
others could adhere. In the achievement of
this goal the decisive role, in his view, was
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to be played by force, above all, by armed
force. He even entitled his speech the ‘“‘Mus-
culature of Peace.”

The goal today has not changed: peace and
progress for all. But now we have the capac-
ity to approach it without paying the heavy
price we have been paying these past 50 years
or so, without having to resort to means,
which put the very goal itself in doubt,
which even constitute a threat to civiliza-
tion. And while continuing to recognize the
outstanding role of the United States of
America, and today of other rich and highly
developed countries, we must not limit our
appeal to the elect, but call upon the whole
world community.

In a qualitatively new and different world
situation the overwhelming majority of the
United Nations will, I hope, be capable of or-
ganizing themselves and acting in concert on
the principles of democracy, equality of
rights, balance of interests, common sense,
freedom of choice, and willingness to cooper-
ate. Made wise by bitter experience, they
will, I think, be capable of dispensing, when
necessary, with egoistic considerations in
order to arrive at the exalted goal which is
man’'s destiny on earth.

Mr. Speaker, I would note that the
Churchill speech of 1946, I believe, de-
fined the world in which we have lived
ever since, a world of superpower con-
frontation and classic competition be-
tween two very competitive systems of
government and of economics.

I think that we all know that the
cold war is now over and that we won.
Mr. Gorbachev yesterday made some
note of that fact.

I think his speech should bear exten-
sive analysis before we pass judgment
on it, but I think it was, indeed, a
major speech and one that will be dis-
sected, should be dissected, should be
considered into the weeks and months
ahead as we all look to the establish-
ment of new structures in the world.

Just as Mr. Churchill’s speech in 1946
had great bearing on the ensuing 45
years, I think the speech of Mr. Gorba-
chev yesterday will have some exten-
sive bearing on the years that lie
ahead.

Mr. Speaker, I am including in the
RECORD at this point today’s article
from the New York Times titled ‘‘At
Site of ‘Iron Curtain' Speech, Gorba-
chev Buries the Cold War.”

This is an article that compares the
two speeches and describes the setting
of the stage as to why Churchill came
to Westminster and why Gorbachev
came to Westminster.

I do all of this because I think Mem-
bers would like the opportunity to read
both speeches and to understand the
significance and the importance of
these two historic addresses.

AT SITE OF “IRON CURTAIN" SPEECH,
GORBACHEV BURIES CoLD WAR
(By Francis X. Clines)

FuLTON, MoO.—History came full cycle
today as Mikhail 8. Gorbachev added a post-
script of global reconciliation to the “Iron
Curtain” speech by Winston Churchill here
46 years ago, but pointedly contended that
the United States was the “‘initiator" of the
nuclear arms race.
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Speaking at Westminster College, the
scene of Churchill’s warning in 1946 about
Soviet imperialism, the former Soviet leader
conceded the Kremlim's “major error” in
equating the defeat of fascism in World War
IO with the inevitable triumph of Com-
munism.

But he argued that the United States and
other Western nations erred grievously in
failing to realize that Stalin and the Soviet
people were too exhausted from the war ever
to indulge in fresh military aggression
against the West.

“By including the ‘nuclear component’ in
world politics, and on this basis unleashing a
monstrous arms race—and here the initiator
was the United States, the West—'defense
sufficiency was exceeded,” as the lawyers
say,”” Mr. Gorbachev declared. “This was &
fateful error.” [Excerpts, page Al4.]

Speaking as the last President of the now
defunct Soviet Union and the Kremlin leader
who led the world back from nuclear con-
frontation, Mr. Gorbachev spent most of his
speech looking ahead to a better world
strengthened through his prescriptions for a
stronger United Nations.

But he also presented a blunt critique of
some cherished American underpinnings of
the cold war and warned against ‘‘the intel-
lectual, and consequently political error, of
interpreting victory in the cold war nar-
rowly as a victory for oneself.”

Rather than a lopsided victory, Mr. Gorba-
chev described the end of the cold war as “‘a
shattering of the vicious circle into which we
had driven ourselves.”

““This was altogether a victory for common
sense, reason, democracy, and common
human values," he said.

Examining the roots of the cold war, Mr.
Gorbachev cited a critical Soviet error in
Stalin’s inability to grasp post-war politics.
But he contended that ‘‘the West, and the
United States in particular, also committed
an error.”

“Its conclusion about the probability of
open Soviet military aggression was unreal-
istic and dangerous,” he said, differing with
the basis of the West's collective defensive
strategy of the postwar decades.

“This could never have happened, not only
because Stalin, as in 1939-41, was afraid of
war, did not want war, and never would have
engaged in a major war,” he contended. ‘‘But
primarily because the country was exhausted
and destroyed.”

Visiting, like Churchill, as a politician fi-
nally rebuffed at home but still outspoken in
retirement, Mr. Gorbachev spoke to an out-
door gathering and offered a range of propos-
als for strengthening the United Nations, in-
cluding the enlargement of the Security
Council and the application of stronger sanc-
tions and military force against wayward
members.

But the audience, watching him on a sunny
day in a simple American heartland setting,
was clearly more interested in his pro-
nouncements of the end of the cold war * * *
Mr. Gorbachev was reflective and recanted a
bit on his own. “Having long been orthodox
Marxists, we were sure we knew,” he said.
“But life once again refuted those who
claimed to be know-it-alls and messiahs.”

A 'WATERSHED' MOMENT

Mr. Gorbachev's speech was titled “‘the
River of Time and the Imperative of Action,”
an allusion to his sense that a ‘‘watershed”’
moment had arrived, comparable in its way
to the 1946 moment and its need for con-
certed action. He was applauded repeatedly,
particularly in hailing the world's retreat
from the abyss, urging global efforts to pro-
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tect the ecology and warning against
trumphalist claims of cold war victory.

The Missouri countryside glistened, with a
cluster of cold war nuclear missile silos all
but forgotten hundreds of miles to the west.
Mr. Gorbachev obviously enjoyed the day, of-
fering Churchill’s V for victory hand signal
to pleading photographers and giving thanks
for a lunch of baked ham and potato salad to
the administrators of the 140-year-old liberal
arts college of 750 undergraduates.

As in earlier speeches, Mr. Gorbachev
warned against the excesses of nationalism
reawakened at the end of the cold war, as
well as against a ‘‘monocentric” view of
post-cold-war politics in which one dominant
nation, the United States, might prevail over
a “‘multipolar’ political world.

He was cheered as he arrived in the sun-
shine at the speaking platform set before a
sculpture by Edwina Sandys, Churchill's
granddaughter, celebrating the fall of the
Berlin wall. He came as a pensioned politi-
cian looking for a foothold in the West on a
fund-raising tour for his new Gorbachev
Foundation. He spoke gratis and beamed and
touched his chest to demonstrate his grati-
tude as a crowd estimated at 10,000 ap-
plauded the college's awarding of an honor-
ary doctor of laws to him.

STRONGER U.N. URGED

The mood in Fulton was serene, consider-
ably less ominous than the one conjured by
Churchill,

‘*A shadow has fallen upon the scenes so
lately lighted by the Allied victory,”
Churchill had declared here on March 5, 1946.
“From Stettin in the Baltic to Trieste in the
Adriatic an iron curtain has descended
across the Continent."

Mr. Gorbachev stood in the Missouri sun-
shine to proclaim an end to Churchill’'s
alarum, but also to press for a far more
strengthened United Nations to deal with
the complicated post-Soviet world. In par-
ticular, he called for creation of a ‘‘special
body" to use economic and military means
to prevent regional conflicts and for a great-
ly enlarged Security Council, with such na-
tions as India, Japan, Poland, Mexico, Ger-
many, Brazil, Canada, Indonesia and Egypt
as member, even without veto power.

Churchill had declared here, ‘“Nobody
knows what Soviet Russia and its Com-
munist international organization intends to
do in the immediate future, or what are the
limits, if any, to their expansive and pros-
elytizing tendencies.”

Today, Mr. Gorbachev stood at the same
lectern as Churchill to symbolize the Soviet
Union's peaceful demise and look no less un-
certainly into the future, hoping this time
that nations “made wise by bitter experi-
ence'” might cast aside ‘‘egoistic consider-
ations in order to arrive at the exalted goal
which is man's destiny on earth.”

PUBLIC SERVICE RECOGNITION
WEEK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, what do
football coach Knute Rockne, Walt
Whitman, Charles Lindburgh, Washing-
ton Irving, Nathaniel Hawthorne, and
James Thurber have in common? In ad-
dition to being distinguished Ameri-
cans, each was once a public employee.
I believe our public employees today
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continue to distinguish themselves pro-
fessionally and personally, and I am
honored to participate in this special
order for Public Service Recognition
Week.

From the firefighters who protect
our lives and property, to the customs
agents fighting the distribution of il-
licit drugs in our country, to the teach-
ers who help educate our children, the
scientists who are working to create
safer products and a safer environment
for our families, public employees im-
pact our lives in so many ways, but,
often, receive little praise or attention
for their work. That is wrong, and pub-
lic service recognition week is an at-
tempt to give all of our public employ-
ees the praise, attention, and respect
they deserve. Not only from their em-
ployers in the administration or in the
State and local governments, but from
Congress and the American people.

In recognizing our public employees,
we are also recognizing the extraor-
dinary work they do. We are recogniz-
ing the effort of Neil Armstrong, a pub-
lic employee, who was the first person
on Earth to set foot on the Moon. We
are recognizing the efforts of our sci-
entists in the Agriculture Department
who created flame-retardant clothing
for firefighters. We are acknowledging
the important work of Clara Barton, a
public employee with the United States
Patent Office, who created the Amer-
ican Red Cross. We are recognizing the
work of our local government workers
who inoculate our children and have
helped almost completely wipe out
polio and measles. We are giving
thanks to our Armed Forces who pro-
tect this country with their lives, and
who achieved such a stunning victory
in Desert Storm. We thank the Naval
Research Laboratories who discovered
Teflon and plastic wrap. We recognize
the individual efforts of Government
employees who invented the plastic
cornea, the CAT scan to measure brain
waves and detect cancer, the first mod-
ern computer, the vaccine for meningi-
tis and malaris, radar and sonar, and
the bar code scanner now used in most
supermarkets.

I could continue to list further con-
tributions by our public sector, but we
would be here all day.

0 1540

Suffice it to say, our public servants
impact almost every aspect of our
lives. We are not only grateful for their
work and professionalism, we are a bet-
ter country for it.

Public employees were a critical
component of our victory in Desert
Storm, which I mentioned previously,
and this Congress honored them for it.
That was an event that we focused on
as a Nation, and because we focused on
it as a Nation, we saw the performance
immediately before us on our tele-
vision screens, on the front pages of
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our newspapers and we heard it on the
radio; but it is the day-to-day, the
week-to-week, the month-to-month,
and indeed the year-to-year perform-
ance of our public employees that en-
hances our lives.

We as policymakers are not doing as
well as we ought to. The American pub-
lic have evidenced that very forcefully.
They have indicated in poll after poll
that we are not doing the job that
needs to be done to solve the critical
problems confronting our country. I
think they are right on that. I think
they have a right to be angry about the
failure of the Congress and the Presi-
dent and indeed other public bodies to
act decisively and effectively to solve
the problems of education, health care,
and law enforcement, infrastructure,
the environment, and energy. The list
of issues that we need to address is a
long one. But they should not and
hopefully will not confuse the day-to-
day and month-to-month performance
of our public employees who perform
their duties assigned to them with dis-
patch, with effectiveness, with high
morale, with the failure of policy-
makers,

I have as a member of the Sub-
committee on Labor-Health and
Human Service-Education of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and as a
member of the Subcommittee on
Treasury-Postal Service-General Gov-
ernment of the Committee on Appro-
priations asked, Mr. Speaker, almost
every leader who has been brought in
by either the Reagan administration or
the Bush administration into govern-
ment to oversee the various Depart-
ments of our executive side of the gov-
ernment. I have asked them to com-
pare the performance of the public em-
ployees who they then supervised with
those they supervised before.

Uniformly, Mr. Speaker, they have
said that their talents, their morale,
their commitment, their energy was
equal and in many cases surpasses that
which they found in the private sector.

So I am proud to rise in behalf of
public employees and point out that a
recognition week is not enough. Every
day we need to remember the service
they give to this country.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I just
simply want to recognize the fact that
this is National Employee Recognition
Week. Mr. Speaker, we take the serv-
ices of our Federal employees for
granted. There is not one of us in this
House of Representatives or in the Sen-
ate or in the United States whose life
is not touched every single day by the
services of a Federal employee.

Mr. Speaker, I am very fortunate be-
cause my district in Maryland is home
to a great number of Federal employ-
ees and Federal agencies, such as the
National Institutes of Health, the Na-
tional Institute of Standards and Tech-
nology, the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, Health and Human Services, Na-
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tional Oceanographic and Atmospheric
Agency, and a whole litany.

Mr. Speaker, we depend on NASA for
things that we do, we depend on Social
Security and all of the agencies that
touch our lives.

We sometimes tend to forget those
people who go to their jobs every day,
who serve us in so many ways and help
us as Members of Congress with our
constituencies, too.

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to point out
today that it should not just be 1 week,
it should not be just 1 day, it should be
every day that we look to these human
beings who have given their careers for
public service,

In addition, it is a fact that they are
not only involved in public service of
their professions, but my experience
has been that they are very generous
with giving their time for community
services.

In my area, as an example, many of
them work during their own time in an
organization called Inter-Generations,
where the elderly are put together with
very young people so they can combine
the experience of old age with the ex-
citement and wisdom of children, the
joy of children.

They are involved in repairing
houses, such as when we had Christmas
in April just recently. They are in-
volved in so many community service
enterprises. Environmentally, they
have done a lot of cleanup work.

But it is every day that these civil
servants are there and they do in fact
serve us. Money can be put into agen-
cies, but if you do not have people run-
ning the agencies in a very diligent,
committed manner, then we are not
going to achieve that global competi-
tiveness and the greatness that is
America.

So, Mr. Speaker, I salute our Federal
employees. I call it to the attention of
this House that we really should recog-
nize people who have devoted their
lives to public service.

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today, along
with the other members of the bipartisan Fed-
eral Government Service Task Force to com-
memorate Public Service Recognition Week,
and to pay tribute to the 20 million Americans
who do the essential work of our Nation.

As Grover Cleveland said, when he accept-
ed the nomination for Governor of New York
back in 1882:

Public officers are the servants and agents
of the people, to execute the laws which the
people have made.

And today, the American system of govern-
ment is maintained by a public work force that
serves us on all levels—Federal, State, and
local.

This work force consists of managers, ad-
ministrators, and workers in all functions of our
government—from foreign service to internal
revenue to Social Security. We are supported
by teachers, firefighters, law enforcement per-
sonnel, postal workers, secretaries, health
care workers, shipbuilders, Treasury workers,
accountants, garbage collectors, engineers,
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and claims representatives—to name a few.
These folks perform a wide range of services
which sustain the framework of our govern-
ment.

Our public work force tackles our environ-
mental challenges and safeguards and en-
hances our lives and communities. More than
2 million public employees guard our Nation
through service in our Armed Forces. Nearly
every child in America is educated by public
school teachers, and 95 percent of our chil-
dren entering school are vaccinated by public
employees, protecting them against major dis-
ease.

Public Service Recognition Week will raise
public awareness of these contributions by in-
forming the public of the nature and value of
the efforts of our public work force. It will also
serve to boost the morale of these employees,
as we acknowledge and show our apprecia-
tion for their work and give them the high pro-
file that they deserve.

This week, over 1,000 cities across the
country will participate in festivities honoring
our public work force, as well as its veterans
and retirees. Major activities are planned here
in Washington, DC this weekend, where gov-
ernment agency employees will transform the
National Mall into a who's who and what's
what of government.

Mr. Speaker, | am pleased to be an original
cosponsor of the legislation designating May 4
through 10 of this year as Public Service Rec-
ognition Week, and would like to thank my col-
leagues, Congressman JiMm MORAN and Sen-
ator PAUL SARBANES, for introducing this joint
resolution. | would also like to acknowledge
both the Public Employees Roundtable and
the President's Council on Management Im-
provement for their sponsorship of this cele-
bration.

| know that | speak for all of us here in Con-
gress, and for all Americans, when | say that
we truly appreciate the contributions that our
public work force makes to our Nation.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker. | welcome this
opportunity to pay tribute to millions of front-
line public servants who work every day with
too little recognition.

Public Service Recognition Week can help
revive the declining attractiveness of public
service at a time when the public and private
sectors are in a fierce competition for the
available pool of talent. Paul Volcker's Na-
tional Commission on Public Service warned
of the quiet crisis public service faces as
skilled senior employees leave government
and talented young people shun public serv-
ice. To compete, the Federal Government
must become competitive. It must be willing to
adopt the prescriptions it urges on the private
sector—from full equal opportunity to greater
efficiency.

The Federal sector must certainly become
competitive with wages and benefits. The new
entrepreneurial generation shops before it
buys and too often it passes by the govern-
ment. Today's talent pool knows that the com-
petition for Federal employment today are
more often IBM, Ford, and AT&T than the
States and cities.

As the Member from the District of Colum-
bia, | have an especially strong appreciation
for the value and the importance of public
service. The Federal Government is not only
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the largest employer in the country, it is the
largest in the District. Nearly 90,000 District
residents work for the Federal Government
and nearly 42,000 are retired from Federal
Service.

We are proud to be a city of public service.
The residents of the District of Columbia are
our Nation's frontline public servants. Like
public servants all over the country and at all
levels of government, they are always there
for us. We in the Congress must be there for
them and for more like them.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, | rise to join my
colleagues in designating the week of May 4—
10, 1992 as “Public Service Recognition
Week.” | commend Congressman MORAN for
introducing House Joint Resolution 430 on be-
half of the Federal Government Service Task
Force, and thank all of the Members who sup-
ported this resolution which has been sent to
the White House for the President’s signature.

Mr. Speaker, Public Service Recognition
Week is a part of the annual nationwide cele-
bration honoring the 20 million public employ-
ees at the Federal, State, and local levels.
This week presents us with an opportunity to
thank public employees for their hard work in
keeping our cities, States, and Nation running
smoothly.

Many Federal, State, and local workers
have made special contributions to our coun-
try. Government employees have discovered
the AIDS virus, invented the first modem com-
puter, developed the vaccine for meningitis,
created flame-retardant clothing for firefighters,
and contributed to countless other societal de-
velopments.

Perhaps even more importantly, we would
be unable to function as a nation without the
day-to-day dedication of public employees
who teach our children, protect our environ-
ment, help keep our cities safe, ensure our
national security, conduct health research, and
perform numerous other vital tasks for people
throughout the United States. | want to take
this opportunity to especially thank the govern-
ment workers in the San Francisco Bay area
who make it such a great place in which to
work and live.

Mr. Speaker, public employees merit rec-
ognition for their daily contributions to the well
being of our communities, and | join Ameri-
cans throughout our Nation in thanking them
for making this a better and stronger nation.

THE SALE OF F-15 AIRCRAFT TO
SAUDI ARABIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KosTMAYER). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. MAzzoLI] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
speak for a few moments on the ques-
tion of the proposed sale of F-15 air-
craft by the United States to the King-
dom of Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Speaker, it was just barely over
a year ago that the gulf war ended.
When the gulf war ended, I made from
this well suggestions that the United
States, our Nation, should use this
golden opportunity, this moment of
respite, this hiatus, in order to install
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and impose a total embargo on arms
sales to that troubled region of the
world. {

I suggested that the arms embargo
should extend not just to our enemies
or to countries with which we have had
a tenuous and difficult relationship,
but to fervent friends and allies as well
throughout the entire region.

A very famous American speaking
just a few feet from where I am stand-
ing on March 6, 1991, again just a bit
over a year ago, made a very important
statement in which that famous Amer-
ican said these following words:

We must act to control the proeliferation of
weapons of mass destruction and the missiles
used to deliver them. It would be tragic if
the nations of the Middle East were now in
the wake of war to embark on a new arms
race.

Of course, Mr, Speaker, that famous
American is our President, George
Bush, who in March last year, signal-
ing the end of the gulf war, stood on
that rostrum and said those words,
which I remember were reacted to by
the general applause in this Chamber,
and I am sure by all the viewing public
in the United States and around the
world, because it signaled a change of
business.

But what has been the result in this
year plus a month or so? Well, it has
been business as usual, the arms busi-
ness as usual, more of the same, in-
creased, not decreased deliveries of
weapons systems.

The United States, according to fig-
ures that I have seen, has in this year
since the end of the gulf war sold at
lest $15 billion worth of armaments to
the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.

Now the President, Mr. Speaker, is
on the verge of sending up to the Hill
for our approval or disapproval a re-
quest for the sale of 72 F-15 aircraft,
again to the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia.

Mr. Speaker, I think this is a par-
ticularly inopportune, untimely, and I
think unwise moment in the history of
the world and in the history of the
Middle East for this request to be made
and for that request to be acceded to
by this Congress. It seems to me that
at this moment we ought not to be
sending weapons of death and destruc-
tion, but we ought to be sending weap-
ons, if you will, to correct the social
ills, to correct the environmental prob-
lems left in the wake of the war, to
educate the people, to give them health
care, but not deliver weapons of de-
struction.

After all, the region is only still set-
tling down. It is still in a state of flux.
The post-war regional peace talks that
were convened under the joint aegis of
the United States and of the Soviet
Union, now Russia, are now being pur-
sued to an end, not as quickly as I
would like, but there are some certain
portents that peace could ensue.

It would be I think a jarring incon-
sistency with these peace talks to send

10629

destabilizing armaments into that very
region.

Mr. Speaker, later this month there
will be international arms control con-
ferences, starting here in Washington,
hoping to lead to a moment where the
major nations of the world would not
ship arms with abandon around the
world.

And in June, 1 month hereafter, the
Israeli Government will have its elec-
tions and, of course, those elections are
looked at very carefully to be indica-
tions of the future from the standpoint
of the peace talks and how they will be
concluded.

Again, Mr. Speaker, these are not
propitious times for the United States
to consider selling arms in the region.

I would, therefore, Mr. Speaker, hope
that the president will not send that
request for 72 F-15's up to the Hill. But,
if the President feels constrained to
make that request, T hope that this
Congress will, in the cause of peace,
deny that request, reject it out of
hand, and give peace a chance.

e —

INTRODUCTION OF H.R. 5100, THE
TRADE EXPANSION ACT OF 1992

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ROSTENKOW-
SKI] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSK!. Mr. Speaker, today |
am introducing H.R. 5100, the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1992, a bill to strengthen the inter-
national trade position of the United States.
This bill reflects a sincere effort to bring all of
us together, Democrats and Republicans, the
Congress and the Administration, to tackle our
Nation’s trade problems in a bipartisan man-
ner. | recognize that the administration and
some of my colleagues may prefer not to con-
sider a trade bill at all this year. They would
prefer to have us wait until the Uruguay round
of the GATT and a North American Free-
Trade Agreement can be successfully nego-
tiated. As a Member who supported the exten-
sion of fast-track authority to pursue such ne-
gotiations and who worked diligently for its
passage, | say that is not good enough.

First of all, we all recognize that neither
agreement, even if successfully negotiated,
will fundamentally address our major trade
problem. That is, our country’s persistent trade
deficit with Japan. As the round continues to
bog down over an impasse with the European
Community over agriculture, our economic sit-
uation continues to deteriorate. Increasing
numbers of United States jobs are being lost
due to layoffs and plant closings as the United
States market continues to absorb more and
more Japanese imports, while the Japanese
market continues to be restricted to United
States exports, particularly in the automotive
sector.

While the United States trade deficit with the
world has been cut in half in recent years, our
deficit with Japan remains stubbornly high.
The United States trade deficit with Japan was
$57 billion in 1987, but it was still $43 billion
last year. And most of that deficit was in autos
and auto parts. Our trade deficit with Japan is
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expected to worsen again next year. Mean-
while, Japan’s trade surplus with the rest of
the world was $78 billion last year, up from
$64 billion in 1990.

While | disagree with those who argue that
a trade bill is unnecessary, | am also aware
that some of my congressional colleagues
would like to ignore our international obliga-
tions and pass a trade bill which restricts ac-
cess to our market. Although such an ap-
proach might be politically popular particularly
in this, an election year, we all know it would
not be in the best long-term interests of our
country. Exports are an essential component
of economic growth in the United States. In
fact, increased exports have been the one
bright spot in the recession. Closing our mar-
ket would inevitably lead to the closing of for-
eign markets to U.S. exports and the loss of
U.S. jobs. On the other hand, the United
States cannot continue to be a chump for the
rest of the world. We must aggressively pur-
sue the elimination of trade barriers around
the world which restrict access to U.S. ex-
ports, and pursue the golden rule of trade:
“Do unto others, as they do unto us.”

Mr. Speaker, my bill is both responsive to
the trade problems this country is facing and
is responsible. Every provision in the bill is
consistent with our international trade obliga-
tions.

The bill would extend the Super 301 author-
ity which was enacted in the 1988 omnibus
trade bill and proved effective in opening mar-
kets during its 2-year existence. Its extension
will give the administration an important tool to
pry open foreign markets which are now
closed to U.S. exports. The bill also incor-
porates the provisions of Mr. Matsui’'s Trade
Agreements Compliance Act, which provides
an effective mechanism for private parties to
work with the Government to insure that com-
mitments made by our trading partners to
open markets are fully carried out.

The bill provides a comprehensive scheme
to address the trade problems we are experi-
encing with Japan in the automotive sector. It
sets forth a two-pronged approach, aimed pri-
marily at opening the Japanese market to
United States exports of automobiles and
automobile parts through the mandatory initi-
ation of a section 301 investigation and nego-
tiation of an access agreement. It also would
allow some breathing space for United States
manufacturers in the domestic market by man-
dating the negotiation of a voluntary restraint
agreement between the United States and
Japan to freeze the total number of Japanese
vehicles which can be sold in the United
States market to 1992 levels. Such an agree-
ment, if successfully negotiated, would be in
effect through 1999, and would allow for
growth in the United States market to the
same extent as United States exports of auto-
mobiles to Japan are allowed to grow. | want
to emphasize that this provision asks nothing
more of the administration than the European
Community was able to deliver for its auto-
mobile manufacturers and workers in its vol-
untary restraint agreement with Japan con-
cluded last year. Such an agreement would be
consistent with our international obligations in
light of the draft Dunkel text which would per-
mit each GATT signatory to maintain a single
voluntary restraint agreement, notwithstanding
other GATT rules.
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The bill also creates a more effective mech-
anism for preventing circumvention of out-
standing antidumping and countervailing duty
orders while further strengthening such laws in
a GATT consistent manner. It also expresses
the congressional position that the administra-
tion remain strong in resisting efforts to fun-
damentally weaken such laws in the Uruguay
round.

Among the other important provisions in the
bill is the Customs Modemization Act, which
streamlines customs procedures for process-
ing merchandise to the benefit of both the
Government and the private sector; a mandate
to negotiate international agreements to ad-
dress the trade problems resulting from private
anticompetitive behavior; and a provision to
limit imports of machine tools from Taiwan to
previously established levels pending an
agreement to extend the expired voluntary re-
straint agreement with Taiwan. A detailed
summary of the bill's provisions is appended
to my statement.

Mr. Speaker, | strongly believe that this bill
represents an important step forward in resolv-
ing our Nation’s trade problems. | look forward
to working with the administration and my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle, to improve
this legislation as it moves through the legisla-
tive process. We must work together to put
our economic house in order and this legisla-
tion can contribute significantly to that end.
SUMMARY OF H.R. 5100, THE TRADE EXPANSION

AcT OF 1992
TITLE I. MARKET ACCESS PROVISIONS
Subtitle A—Enforcement of United States rights
under trade agreements and response to cer-
tain foreign trade practices

Section 101. Extension of “‘Super 301" Au-
thority for 5 Years.

Extends “Super 301" authority under sec-
tion 310, Trade Act of 1974 for 5 years, 1993-
1997. *“‘Super 301" requires the U.S. Trade
Representative (USTR) to identify annually,
based on specific criteria, priority foreign
countries and priority practices, including
major barriers and trade-distorting prac-
tices, for trade liberalization negotiations
and initiation of “section 301" investiga-
tions.

Section 102. Sense of Congress Regarding
the Implementation of “‘Super 301",

Expresses the sense of the Congress that
foreign countries that have substantial and
persistent trade surpluses with the United
States and maintain acts, policies, or prac-
tices that are major barriers to, or distor-
tions of, potential U.S, export trade should
be identified as priority countries and the
acts, policies, or practices as priority prac-
tices under *‘Super 301"".

Section 103. Review of the Compliance by
Foreign Countries with Bilateral Trade
Agreements.

Incorporates the “Trade Agreements Com-
pliance Act'’, H.R. 1115, as amended and re-
ported by the Subcommittee on Trade, to
provide procedures (as a new section 306A of
the Trade Act of 1974) for annual USTR re-
views upon private sector request of foreign
compliance with bilateral trade agreements,
except the U.S.-Israel and U.S.-Canada free
trade agreements; affirmative findings with-
in 90 days of noncompliance mandate ‘‘sec-
tion 301" action.

Section 104. Increased Access of United
States Rice and Rice Products to the Japa-
nese, Korean, and Taiwanese Markets.

Requires the USTR, within 45 days after
enactment, to self-initiate a ‘‘section 301"
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investigation of all acts, policies, and prac-
tices of Japan, Korea, and Taiwan that affect
the access of U.S. rice and rice products to
each of these markets. During the investiga-
tion, the USTR shall seek the elimination of
these acts, policies, and practices either dur-
ing the Uruguay Round of GATT Multilat-
eral Trade Negotiations or on a bilateral
basis. The USTR must report to the Congress
by March 1, 1993, whether and to what extent
the negotiations have been successful, or the
reasons and proposed actions if they are not
successful.
Subtitle B—International trade in motor
vehicles and motor vehicle parts

Section 111. Increased Access of United
States Motor Vehicles and Motor Vehicle
Parts to the Japanese Market.

Requires the USTR, within 45 days after
enactment, to self-initiate a ‘“‘section 301"
investigation of all acts, policies, and prac-
tices of Japan (including those used in the
distribution system, the toleration of sys-
tematic anticompetitive activities by or
among private firms, including Keiretsu re-
lationships, exclusionary business practices,
and government regulation and testing re-
quirements) that affect access to the Japa-
nese market for exports of motor vehicles
and motor vehicle parts produced by U.S.
manufacturers.

Requires the USTR, during the investiga-
tion, to seek a trade agreement with the
Government of Japan that

Eliminates or modifies those aspects of the
acts, policies, and practices that act as bar-
riers to the Japanese market for U.S. exports
of motor vehicles and motor vehicle parts;

Provides for prompt implementation and
enforcement of prior commitments made by
the Japanese Government with respect to
trade in, and purchase of, U.S. motor vehicle
and motor vehicle parts by Japanese vehicle
manufacturers;

Establishes longer-term goals for the pur-
chase by Japanese vehicle manufacturers of
high value-added motor vehicle parts and ac-
cessories from U.S. manufacturers through
immediate parts sourcing arrangements and
“design-in" projects aimed at new model de-
velopment; and

Establishes procedures for exchange of in-
formation between appropriate U.S. and Jap-
anese Government agencies that will permit
accurate assessment of bilateral trade In
motor vehicles and motor vehicle parts, par-
ticularly the extent of Japanese purchase of
parts produced by U.S. manufacturers.

The USTR should seek the support of other
interested foreign governments in obtaining
such an agreement.

If the negotiations are not successful, the
USTR must submit to the Congress a report
detailing the reasons why and setting forth
the actions that will be taken or proposed.

Section 112. Voluntary Restraint Agree-
ment Regarding the Exportation to the Unit-
ed States of Motor Vehicles From Japan.

Requires the President to negotiate a vol-
untary restraint arrangement (VRA) with
Japan providing for the limitation by Japan
of exports of automobiles and light trucks to
the United States during each of the years
1993 through 1999:

In any restraint year, the number of vehi-
cles exported from Japan to the United
States plus the number of vehicles produced
by U.S8. subsidiaries of Japanese manufactur-
ers cannot exceed that aggregate number in
1992;

Exports of vehicles from Japan to the
United States in any restraint year cannot
exceed the number exported to the United
States in 1992, reduced by total production of
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vehicles by U.S. subsidiaries of Japanese
manufacturers in the preceding year;

The export level and aggregate ceiling
shall increase in 1994 by any increase in the
number of vehicles imported by Japan from
the United States in 1993, but in any year
after 1994 only by the amount that were pro-
duced and exported by the Big Three manu-
facturers if not at least a majority of ex-
ported vehicles were produced by the Big
Three manufacturers in the preceding year.

Authorizes the President to carry out such
actions as may be necessary or appropriate
to enforce any restriction, condition, or term
of the VRA, including requirements that
valid export licenses or other documentation
issued by the Government of Japan be pre-
sented as a condition for entry of vehicles
into the U.8. customs territory.

Conditions the implementation and con-
tinuation of the VRA on an annual deter-
mination by the President that each of the
Big Three have made and are fulfilling satis-
factory commitments to implement further
specific measures (1) to be internationally
competitive in the automotive sector (e.g.,
investment of earnings in production-process
and management efficiencies); (2) production
of cost-competitive and quality-competitive
products; (3) exercise of price restraint; (4)
payment of executive compensation com-
mensurate with corporate performance; and
(5) operation of programs for worker retrain-
ing and other adjustment assistance.

Determinations will take into account an
annual report from the International Trade
Commission (ITC) to the President and to
the House Ways and Means and Senate Fi-
nance committees on industry fulfillment of
the commitments; the ITC will also report
on the economic effects of the VRA and the
international trade performance of each
motor vehicle manufacturer.

The President must submit a report to the
Congress within 6 months after enactment
on the status of the negotiations, and within
30 days if he determines negotiations are not
successful.

Section 113. Consequential Action Regard-
ing Other Japanese Anticompetitive Behav-
ior Affecting the Domestic Motor Vehicle
Parts Industry.

Expresses the sense of the Congress that
the USTR should, during the course of its
“gsection 301" investigation required under
section 201, refer to appropriate U.S. Govern-
ment agencies all applicable information ob-
tained about the acts, policies, and practices
of Japan that adversely affect access to the
purchasing by Japanese motor vehicle manu-
facturers in the United States of motor vehi-
cle parts produced by U.S.-owned or con-
trolled parts manufacturers.

Section 114. Foreign-Trade Zone Oper-
ations of Producers in the Motor Vehicle and
Motor Vehicle Parts Industry.

Requires the Board established under the
Foreign Trade Zones Act to review the oper-
ations of U.S. and foreign producers in the
motor vehicle and motor vehicle parts indus-
try to determine whether their foreign-trade
zones have a net positive economic effect on
the United States, according to the stand-
ards set forth in the Act and regulations. On
the basis of the review, the Board shall take
appropriate action authorized by existing
law and regulations, including possible rev-
ocation or modification of any grant, with
respect to any producer whose operations in
a zone are not having a net positive effect on
the U.8. economy.

TITLE 11. CUSTOMS MODERNIZATION

Incorporates H.R. 3935, the ‘“‘Customs Mod-
ernization and Informed Compliance Act”, as
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amended and ordered reported by the Sub-
committee on Trade. This Act

Removes archaic statutory provisions re-
quiring “‘paper’’ documentation and provides
authority for full electronic processing of all
customs related transactions; authorizes
procedures for the establishment of a Na-
tional Computer Automation Program for
automated and electronic processing of com-
mercial shipments.

Improves and clarifies Customs enforce-
ment authority with respect to submission
of documentation, recordkeeping and exam-
ination procedures, and penalty and seizure
provisions.

Amends miscellaneous provisions of the
Tariff Act of 1930 related to duty collection,
vessel entry and clearance procedures, dis-
position of seized or other merchandise
which remains in Customs custody and re-
course to and by Customs for settlement of
liabilities.

TITLE III. CUSTOMS AND TRADE AGENCY AU-

THORIZATIONS FOR FISCAL YEARS 1993 AND 1994

Incorporates a draft bill ordered reported
by the Subcommittee on Trade that author-
izes appropriations for the ITC, U.S. Customs
Service, and the USTR for fiscal years 1993
and 1994 and repeals the East-West trade sta-
tistics monitoring system under section 410,
Trade Act of 1974.

TITLE IV. MISCELLANEOUS TRADE PROVISIONS

Subtitle A—Nontariff Provisions

Section 401. Negotiations on Anticompeti-
tive Practices.

Authorizes and urges the President to ne-
gotiate, as soon as practicable, trade agree-
ments that (1) eliminate the adverse effects
of private antlcompetitive practices on
international trade; (2) harmonize national
laws on competition policy, and the imple-
mentation of those laws, as they relate to
international trade; (3) establish mecha-
nisms for the effective enforcement across
national boundaries of national laws on com-
petition policy as they relate to inter-
national trade; and (4) make the GATT com-
patible with these new agreements and U.S.
law on competition policy. The President
shall report to theCongress by March 1, 1993
on the status of such negotiations.

Section 402. Trade with Cuba.

Expresses the sense of the Congress that
the President should take all feasible steps
to ensure the effectiveness of the U.S. em-
bargo of Cuba and should promptly seek ne-
gotiations with foreign countries that con-
duct trade with Cuba to obtain their agree-
ment to restrict their trade relations with
Cuba consistent with U.8. trade restrictions.

Section 403. Machine Tool Import Arrange-
ments.

Requires enforcement of the quantitative
limitations on machine tool imports under
the previous bilateral arrangement with Tai-
wan, until extension of the bilateral arrange-
ment, is negotiated with Taiwan (H.R. 4756,
introduced by Mrs. Johnson).

Section 404. Simplification of Certain Unit-
ed States International Trade Laws.

Requires the ITC to prepare and submit to
the Congress by January 1, 1994, a report
containing suggested legislative proposals
for consolidating and simplifying U.S. inter-
national trade laws under which tariffs or
quantitative or other restrictions may be
imposed on imports (other than the Har-
monizged Tariff Schedule). The ITC should
seek to achieve (1) the logical arrangement
of these laws; (2) the elimination of anoma-
lous, duplicative, and illogical provisions; (3)
simplification of language; and (4) no sub-
stantive or procedural change from the exist-
ing provisions.

10631

Section 405. Congressional Research Serv-
ice Special Trade Unit.

Requires the Director of the Congressional
Research Service (CRS) to make rec-
ommendations to the Congress concerning
the establishment of a special unit that
would (1) integrate the capabilities and re-
sources of the CRS, the ITC, and other ap-
propriate agencies; and (2) serve as a central
and objective source of information and
analysis for the Congress on data and trends
in trade between the United States and for-
eign countries.

Subtitle B—Foreign Subsidies and
Countervailing Duties and Antidumping Duties

Section 411. Administrative Review of De-
terminations.

Requires the Department of Commerce to
complete administrative reviews with 270
days after receiving a request for a review.

Section 412. Material Injury.

Requires the ITC to take into account con-
tracts with a long lead time in determining
where there is material injury due to sub-
sidized or dumped imports. It also specifies
that the presence or absence of any factor
which the Commission is required to evalu-
ate shall not necessarily give decisive guid-
ance with respect to the determination by
the Commission of the threat of material in-

jury.

Section 413. Dual Pricing of Inputs.

Precludes any adjustments in determina-
tion of foreign market value under the anti-
dumping law for differences in input costs
that are based on whether the end product
made from the input is sold in the home
market or exported.

Section 414. Report, and Access to Data,
Regarding Countervailing and Antidumping
Duty Collections.

Requires the U.S. Customs Service to pre-
pare and transmit to the Department of
Commerce an annual report setting forth the
amount of duties collected during the pre-
ceding year under each countervailing and
antidumping duty order. Commerce must
then make that information available upon
request to an interested party that initiated
the petition.

(Sections 411-414 above are based on provi-
sions contained in H.R. 3272)

Section 415. Prevention of Circumvention
or Diversion of Antidumping and Counter-
vailing Duty Orders.

Incorporates provisions of H.R. 5045, which
is designed to strengthen current law with
respect to circumvention of antidumping and
countervailing duty orders. Among other
things, these provisions would expand exist-
ing law to include within the scope of an
original antidumping order parts and compo-
nents supplied by a third country supplier
who had historically supplied such parts and
components to the original producer if such
parts and components are included in prod-
ucts assembled in the United States or a
third country, and have significant value. It
would also expand existing law with respect
to when imported merchandise from third
countries may be included within the scope
of an original antidumping duty order.

Section 416. Study by the Administering
Authorities on Ways to Simplify Initiation
of Countervailing and Antidumping Duty Ac-
tions.

Directs the Secretary of Commerce and the
ITC to present to Congress no later than 180
days after enactment a study, including rec-
ommendations, on how the standards for ini-
tiating countervailing and antidumping duty
cases could be modified so as to make initi-
ation of such cases less costly and more ac-
cessible for domestic petitioners. Due consid-
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eration in this study should be given to U.S.
obligations under international trade agree-
ments.

Section 417. Reports by United States
Trade Representative on Operation of Com-
mercial Aircraft Agreement.

Incorporates Title I1 of H.R. 5021, which re-
quires the USTR to submit a report to the
Congress within 60 days and annually there-
after on the operation of the Agreement Con-
cerning the Application of the GATT Agree-
ment on Trade in Civil Aireraft between the
United States and the European Community.

Section 418. International Trade Agree-
ments on Antidumping.

Expresses the sense of Congress that the
President should not enter into any inter-
national trade agreement on antidumping re-
quiring changes in U.S. antidumping laws
which would reduce their effectiveness as a
remedy against injurious dumped imports.
Urges the President to review carefully draft
Uruguay Round provisions on antidumping
and to seek changes necessary to maintain
and to strengthen the effectiveness of U.S.
antidumping laws, including cumulation of
injury and dispute settlement provisions.

Section 419. Trade Distorting Subsidies by
Forelgn Governments.

Incorporates H. Res. 417, which expresses
the sense of the House that the U.S. Govern-
ment should not, as a matter of official pol-
icy, condone or legitimize the use of trade-
distorting practices by foreign governments
that cause material injury to U.S. indus-
tries.

Subtitle C—Other Tariff Provisions

Section 421. Treatment under the General-
ized System of Preferences of the Republics
Formerly within the Soviet Union.

Amends section 502(b) of the Trade Act of
1974 to remove the prohibition on eligibility
of the former USSR for beneficiary status
under the Generalized System of Preferences
program.

Section 422. Miscellaneous Tariff Provi-
sions.

Incorporates 12 sections of H.R. 4318, the
“Miscellaneous Tariff Act of 1992, as re-
ported by the Subcommittee on Trade, that
raise revenue or are revenue-neutral:

Classification

Sec. 2002—Reclassifies certain motor fuel

and motor fuel blending stock.
Classification and Duty Increase

Sec. 2003—Reclassifies and restores the
duty on linear alkylbenzenesulfonates and
linear alkylbenzenesulfonic acids.

Sec. 2004—Reclassifies and increases the
duty on certain iron and steel pipes and
tubes.

Customs and Other Non-tariff Matters

Sec. 2103—Alters the rebate procedures for
wage certificates issued to certain producers
of watches and watch movements.

Sec. 2104—Alters the personal exemption
allowance relating to Bermuda.

Sec. 2105—Alters provisions relating to
duty-free import of sweaters assembled in

uam.
Sec. 2110—Allows Customs to process cer-
tain refunds owed.
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Sec. 2111—Reissues a Production Incentive
Certificate.

Sec. 2113—Exempts semiconductors from
the country of origin marking requirement.

Sec. 2114—Renews the exclusion provision
in the Free Trade Zones Act.

Sec. 2117—Allows certain yards of fabric to
be donated to charitable (nonprofit) organi-
zations with specific restrictions stated.

Sec. 2119—Extends the time allowed for
certain reexportations.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE
ON THE BUDGET REGARDING
CURRENT. LEVEL OF SPENDING
AND REVENUES FOR FISCAL
YEARS 1992-96

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. PANETTA]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of
the Committee on the Budget and as chair-
man of the Committee on the Budget, pursu-
ant to the procedures of the Committee on the
Budget and section 311 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended, | am sub-
mitting for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD the official letter to the Speaker advis-
ing him of the current level of revenues for fis-
cal years 1992 through 1996 and spending for
fiscal year 1992. Spending levels for fiscal
years 1993 through 1996 are not included be-
cause annual appropriations acts for those
years have not been enacted.

This is the sixth report of the 102d Con-
gress for fiscal year 1992. This report is based
on the aggregate levels and committee alloca-
tions for fiscal years 1992 through 1996 as
contained in House Report No. 102-69, the
conference report to accompany House Con-
current Resolution 121.

The term “current level” refers to the esti-
mated amount of budget authority, outlays, en-
tittement authority, and revenues that are
available—or will be used—for the full fiscal
year in question based only on enacted law.

As chairman of the Budget Committee, | in-
tend to keep the House informed regularly on
the status of the current level.

COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC, May 6, 1992.
Hon. THOMAS 8. FOLEY,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: To facilitate enforce-
ment under sections 302 and 311 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act, as amended, I am
herewith transmitting the status report on
the current level of revenues for fiscal years
1992 through 1996 and spending estimates for
fiscal year 1992, under H. Con. Res. 121, the
Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for
Fiscal Year 1992. Spending levels for fiscal
years 1993 through 1996 are not included be-

DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION
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cause annual appropriations acts for those
years have not been enacted.

The enclosed tables also compare enacted
legislation to each committee's 602(a) alloca-
tion of discretionary new budget authority
and new entitlement authority. The 602(a)
allocations to House Committees made pur-
suant to H. Con. Res. 121 were printed in the
statement of managers accompanying the
conference report on the resolution (H. Re-
port 102-69).

Sincerely,
LEON E. PANETTA,
Chairman.

REPORT TO THE SPEAKER OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES, FROM THE COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET
ON THE STATUS OF THE FISCAL YEAR 1992 CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET ADOPTED IN HOUSE GONCURRENT
RESOLUTION 121—REFLECTING COMPLETED ACTION AS
OF MAY 5, 1992

[On-budget amounts, in millions of dollars]

Fiscal
years— 1992-96
1992
Appropriate level:

i 1,265,300 6,591,900
1,201,600 6,134,100
850,400 4,832,000
w0 L2Tree? NA
1,207,718 NA
853,364, 4,829,000
+1,7182 NA
+6,119 NA
+2.964 —3.000

Note.—MNA=Nol applicable because annual appropriations acts for those
years have not been enacled.

BUDGET AUTHORITY

Any measure that provides new budget or
entitlement authority for fiscal year 1992
that is not included in the current level esti-
mate for that year, if adopted and enacted,
would cause the appropriate level of budget
authority for that year as set forth in H.
Con. Res. 121, to be exceeded.

OUTLAYS

Any measure that 1) provides new budget
or entitlement authority that is not included
in the current level estimate for fiscal year
1992, and 2) increases outlays in fiscal year
1992, if adopted and enacted, would cause the
appropriate level of outlays for that year as
set forth in H. Con. Res. 121, to be exceeded.

REVENUES

Any measure that would result in a reve-
nue loss, that is not included in the current
level revenue estimate and exceeds $2,964
million for fiscal year 1992, if adopted and en-
acted, would cause revenues to be less than
the appropriate level for that year as set
forth in H. Con. Res. 121. Any measure that
would result in a revenue loss that is not in-
cluded in the current level revenue estimate
for fiscal years 1992 through 1996, if adopted
and enacted, would cause revenues to be less
than the appropriate level for those years as
set forth in H. Con. Res. 121.

1992 New entitlement suthor- 1992-56 New entitlement author-
Budget authority Outlays ity Budget authority Outlays ity
House committee:
Agriculture:
propriate level 0 0 0 3720 3,540 4716
Current level -2 A B ] 1 ]
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DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—Continued
(Fiscal years, in millions of dollars)

i New entitlement author- 19552 New entitiement author-
Budget authority Outiays ity Budget authority Outlays ity
Ditference -2 -2 -1 =3719 —-3539 —~4,716
Armed Services:
A iat o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Current level 0 -1 -7 0 -83 -8
Difference -1 -7 -83 -83
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs:
Appropriate level 0 0 0 0 0
23 3 (1] 177 17 0
Difference +28 B e +11 A R
District of Columbia:
A ial 0 0 0 0 0 ]
Current level 0 0 0 0 0 0
Difference
Education and Labor:
Apprag 0 0 56 [ 0 20,153
Current level 0 0 o ] 4 0
Difference 0 0 ~56 0 + - 20,153
Energy and Commerce:
Appropriate level ] 0 0 0 0 0
Current level 0 0 0 [} 0 0
Difference
Foreign Affairs:
b U 0 0 0 0 0 0
Current level o 0 0 0 0 0
Difference
Govemment Operations:
A iale level 0 0 1] 0 0 0
Current level 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ditference
House Administration:
Approgri 0 0 0 0 0 0
Current level 0 ] 0 0 0 0
Difference
Interior and Insular Affairs:
A riate level 0 0 0 ] 0
Current level -2 =4 0 5 3 0
Ditference -2 LAt SRR b +5 A e i oo o
Judiciary:
A ] 0 0 0 0 0
Current level L[] o 0 16 16 16
Difference +16 +16 +16
Merchant Marine and Fisheries:
A i 0 0 0 0
Current level 0 0 (0] 0 0 ]
Ditterence (¢] m
Post Office and Civil Service:
Appropriate level 0 0 a 0 0 0
Current level 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ditference
Public Works and Transportation:
Appropriate level 16,358 0 117,799 0 0
Current level 18514 0 0 113,048 0 0
Difference +2,156 0 0 4,751 0 0
Science, Space, and Technology:
propriate level 0 0 0 0 0 0
énment level 0 0 1} 0 0 0
Difference
Small Business:
Appropri 0 0 0 0 0 0
Current level 0 0 0 0 0 0
Difference
Velerans' Affairs:
Appropriat ] 0 84 0 0 6811
Current fevel - 0 5 38 a 19 2,182
Difference 0 +5 - 106 0 +19 - 4529
Ways and Means:
Appropriate level . 0 0 0 0 0 620
Current level ... L2, 1.036 1,036 8,036 1458 7458 9,098
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DIRECT SPENDING LEGISLATION—Continued
[Fiscal years, in millions of doflars]
1992 New entitiement author- 1992-% New entitlement author-
Budget authornty Outiays ity Budget autharity Outleys by
DATOMROEE . = i e e S S i +1,026 +1.036 +8,036 +1.458 +7.458 +8.478
Py Select Committee on i
ADBmBRME e . e e i, 0 0 0 0 0 0
Current level ...... 0] M m V] Y] "
Difference . " " " 8] " +1
Fless than $500,000.
DISCRETIONARY APPROPRIATIONS, FISCAL YEAR 1992
[in millions of dollars}
Revised 602(b) subdivisions Latest current level Difference
Budget authonty Oullays Budget autharity Quttays Budget authority Outlays
Ci Justice-State-judiciary 21,070 20,714 21,029 20,708 —A4l -6
Defense A 270,244 215,222 269,860 275,038 - 384 ~ 184
District of Columbia 700 690 700 690 0 0
Energy and water devel 1.875 20,10 21,875 20,720 0 —50
Foreign 15,285 13,556 14,448 13470 —-837 —B6
Interior " 13,102 12,050 13,105 12,198 3 148
Labor, Health and Human Services, and Education 59,087 51,197 59,096 57,843 9 46
Legislati 2344 2317 2343 2310 -1 -1
Military construction 8.564 8482 8.563 8433 =1 - 49
Rural development, Agriculture, and related agencies 12299 11,226 12299 11223 0 -3
Transportati 13,765 31,800 13,762 3179 -3 1
Treasury-Postal service 10,825 11,120 10824 11,119 -1 —1
VA-HUD-indep agencies 63,953 61,714 63,942 61,711 =11 -3
Grand total 513,113 527,458 511,846 527,262 - 1267 —196

U.8. CONGRESS,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE,
Washington, DC, May 6, 1992.
Hon. LEON E. PANETTA,
Chairman, Committee on the Budget,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT, 102D CONG. 2D
SESS., HOUSE ON-BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1992 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS MAY 5,
1992—Continued

Budget au-
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Pursuant to section thority o R e o
308(b) and in aid of section 311 of the Con- 2 ;
gressional Budget Act, as amended, this let- Yok pfevioucly Seactsr L)1 MRS B
ter and supporting detail provide an up-to- ENACTED THIS SESSION
date tabulation of the on-budget current lev-  Emergency unem t com-
els of new budget authority, estimated out- pensation T‘mmn {Public o
lays, and estimated revenues for fiscal year , (10228 . 2106 Ty i
1992 in comparison with the appropriate lev- (PO LOW 10Z-245) ovvoiss. b st o ®
els for those items contained in the 1992 Con- Further continuing appropriations,
current Resolution on the Budget (H. Con. 1992 (Public Law 102-266)* i S
Res. 121). This report is tabulated as of close Total enacted this session 16,884 8430
of business May 5, 1992 and is summarized a5 yuwoxropy ApuSTUENTS
follows: Technical Correction to the Food
[In millions of dollars) Stamp Act (Public Law 102
265) e O 2 St
Budgel res- o
House cur-  oluti Total curent level ... 1,217,082 1,207,719 853,364
el ConRee '#%® /= Toual Sudee resouion 1269300 1201600  850.400
121) resolution Amount remaining:
D"l!mw e 7,182 6119 2,964
Budget authority . 1277082 1260300 +1,182 100 s " . :
Oullays .............. 1207718 1,201,600 +6,119 Under budget reso-
Reveess 853364 850400 2964 -
' =y ! Adjustments required to coaform with current law estimates for sntuﬂa-
1992-96 4520000 4852000 3,000 ments and other prog! in the

Since my last report, dated April 8, 1992,
there has been no action that affects the cur-
rent level of budget authority, outlays or
revenues.

Sincerely,
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER,
Director.

PARLIAMENTARIAN STATUS REPORT, 102D CONG., 2D
SESS., HOUSE ON-BUDGET SUPPORTING DETAIL FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1992 AS OF CLOSE OF BUSINESS MAY 5,
1992

8”{’&;"' Ouliays  Revenues

ENACTED IN PREVIOUS SESSIONS

e 853,364
Permanents and other spending
legislation BO7.617 121231
Appropriation legistation . 686,331 703,643
Mandatory adjustments ! (1,208) 950
Offsetting receipls ... (232542) (232,542}

hnd%ﬂl}l Con. Res. 121).
ludes he continuing resolution enacted last session (Public Law
102-145) that expired Mar. 31, 1992.

3Less than $500,000.

4in accordance with section 251(a)(2)(D)(1) of the Budge! Enforcement
Act the amount shown for Public Law 102-266 does not include $107 mil-
lion in budge! authority and $28 million in outlays in emergency funding for
SBA disaster loans.

e ————

RATIFICATION OF THE MADISON
AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. BOEHNER] is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, today is
a very historic day in the United
States. Today the State of Michigan
became the 38th State to ratify the
original Madison amendment. There-
fore, today we have the 27th amend-
ment to the U.S. Constitution.

The Madison amendment says simply
that no law that varies the compensa-
tion for the services of Senators and
Representatives can become effective
until an election of Representatives
has intervened.

The House in the 1989 Ethics in Gov-
ernment Act inserted that same lan-
guage. The House followed the words of
Madison when it gave itself its last pay
raise. Madison proposed these words in
September in 1789.

The necessary States to ratify this
amendment did not occur in 1791. For
all these years this amendment was
laying there, proposed without a dead-
line.

Since 1978, 31 States have ratified
this amendment, three this week.

The reason I am here today is to
thank my colleagues in the freshman
class on both sides of the aisle who par-
ticipated in this project. This class has
been heavily involved in the reform
movement. We agreed early on that we
needed a project to help bond our class
around reform. This was our project
and we have worked with those 15 re-
maining States that have not ratified
this amendment. Earlier this week on
Tuesday, the States of Alabama and
Missouri ratified the amendment, set-
ting up the historic day today when
Michigan at 11:13 this morning was the
38th State to ratify the Madison
amendment.

This is a long process that has en-
dured, and the long process of reform is
underway in America.

0O 1550

This is one small step that Congress
and the American people have taken so
that Congress will again become more
accountable to the people in America.
Nobody in America can give them-
selves a pay raise without getting the
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boss' vote. And what this amendment
does is it give the bosses, our bosses,
the American voters, the right to judge
whether we should have a pay increase
or not.

Mr, Speaker, it is a responsible meas-
ure, and I hope and pray that it is cer-
tified by the Secretary of State and
does in fact stay in effect.

UPDATE ON THE AIDS EPIDEMIC

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KosSTMAYER). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. BURTON] is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I will not use the whole 60 minutes.
What I wanted to do today is to give
my colleagues and anybody else who
may be listening a little update on the
AIDS crisis facing America.

Mr. Speaker, you know, AIDS has be-
come, like a lot of things because we
hear about them day in and day out, it
has become something that we are sen-
sitized to. We hear about somebody
down the block or across town, they
get AIDS, and we do not think it is
ever going to happen to us.

So today I would like to give my col-
leagues and anyone in America who is
paying attention the latest statistics
on AIDS.

Mr. Speaker, the Centers for Disease
Control say that we currently have
218,301 people in this country who are
dead or dying of the AIDS virus. They
have also said that they may have to
upgrade their figures by about 50 per-
cent because of the way they have been
counting people who have active AIDS.
That means that we probably have
somewhere around 350,000 people dead
or dying of this dread disease.

Now, about 5 years ago I became very
interested in the AIDS pandemic, and I
started working with leading sci-
entists, doctors, statisticians, to try to
keep track of the disease and try to
come up with some answers.

We projected that by 1991, if we had
the current rate of growth in the AIDS
virus back 5 years ago, that we would
have between 250,000 and 280,000 people
dead or dying of the disease.

Based upon the projections we see
right now, we are ahead of schedule.
We are ahead of schedule. That means
that if our projections are accurate, by
the mid-1990's we are going to have be-
tween 1 million and 2 million Ameri-
cans dead or dying of this disease.

Now, it costs $100,000 to $150,000 for
each person who gets the disease, to
take care of their medical costs be-
tween the time they get the disease
and the time they die. Put a pencil to
that and you can see this is going to be
terribly draining on the American
economy and the American health care
system. And we are not really doing
much about it.

The Centers for Disease Control tell
us that 1 out of every 250 people in this
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country has the AIDS virus. How many
people do you pass in a day? How many
people do you see on the streets in a
day?

One out of every 250 people, they say,
has the AIDS virus. They say we have
about 1.5 million people infected. That
is what they told us 5 years ago, and
they said it was doubling every year to
18 months.

The terrible thing about AIDS is that
it is insidious. You do not know any-
body has it, because they can carry it
for up to 10 years without any mani-
festation of the disease being notice-
able.

So what I think is that we probably
have more like 4 to 6 million people in-
fected, not 1.5 million, but 4 to 6 mil-
lion.

What does that mean? If we have 4
million infected, that means 1 out of
every 60 Americans is carrying the
AIDS virus, 1 out of every 60.

Now, I see here in the Chamber today
a lot of teenagers. The teenagers and
college students of today are the ones
most at risk, most at risk of the AIDS
virus.

A few years ago, everybody said,
well, it was the homosexual commu-
nity that was causing the problem and
they were the most at risk. But the
fact of the matter is statistics now
show us that it is at least into the het-
erosexual community and the most ac-
tive people in our society are teenagers
and our college-age students, and they
are the ones who are most at risk.

I would like to give you some figures.
AIDS is now the third leading cause of
death among people between the ages
of 26 and 44, and it is growing at an
alarming rate.

Mr. Speaker, the World Health Orga-
nization predicts there is going to be a
10-fold increase in the number of AIDS
cases in this country and in this world
by the year 2000. They think there is
going to be 30 to 40 million people
around the world with the AIDS virus
within the next 8 years, and I think
that is a conservative figure.

Approximately 100,000 teenagers and
adolescents now have the AIDS virus.
About 2,000 have already contracted
the disease, and I think that figure is
low.

Now let us talk about the teenagers
in this country. There have been some
recent surveys that show that approxi-
mately 54 percent of the teenagers in
this country are sexually active. And
the wvast majority of those are not
using the safe-sex method that you see
talked about on TV, the condoms, even
if they do use them, there is still a 16-
to 20-percent risk that they are going
to get the infection anyhow if they are
messing with somebody that has the
AIDS virus.

But those who are not run an even
greater risk.

We need to do more than just educate
young people about the AIDS virus. We
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need to have a comprehensive program
to deal with it. The future of the Unit-
ed States of America rests not with
people of my generation but with the
people of the teenage and college years
of today. They are the ones who are
going to produce the products that
keep us competitive in the world to-
morrow. Those are going to be the ones
who will be the engine driving the
economy of the United States in the
year 2000 and beyond. And if we lose a
large segment of the young people of
this country to a terrible, dread disease
like AIDS, it not only will cut short
their lives but it will hurt dramatically
the United States of America in many,
many different ways.

0 1600

Mr. Speaker, I had a committee hear-
ing not long ago on the AIDS virus. I
am the senior Republican on the Africa
Subcommittee, and we had the Presi-
dent of Uganda’s wife testify before our
committee. Uganda has a terrible, ter-
rible problem, and I would like to tell
my colleagues about it because Uganda
is about 5 years or 6 years ahead of us
on the AIDS scale.

They find there that T percent of all
the children in Uganda are orphaned
because of the AIDS virus. Sixteen per-
cent of the kids over there have at
least one parent that has died of AIDS.
There has been a terrible decline in the
population, in the production, over
there because of the AIDS virus, and
the young are extremely hard hit.

They have been trying to deal with
the problems of AIDS in Uganda from
an education standpoint, like we have
here in the United States, and it has
not worked. She told us that they need
a comprehensive program to deal with
it, which they cannot really afford be-
cause it involves a lot of things that
they do not have the money to deal
with, like testing, contact tracing, and
education, and scientific research.
There are a lot of things that need to
be done that they cannot do.

And they estimate that half of their
population in Uganda, half, has the
AIDS virus, and it is growing at a rapid
rate. Go into the villages in Uganda,
and Kenya, and Zaire, and Zimbabwe
and elsewhere, and one will find vil-
lages where half of the population be-
tween the ages of, say, 15 and 40, are
dead. The only people left are the very,
very young and the very, very old.

And how are they dealing with it
over there? They are trying to deal
with it through the education process.

I have talked to my colleagues in
this Chamber year in and year out for
the last b years. We have our head in
the sack. We are not dealing with this
pandemie, and it is growing at a rapid
rate, and now it is no longer considered
to be just a homosexual disease. It is a
heterosexual disease, and the hardest-
hit segment of our population in the
next 10 to 20 years are going to be the
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teenagers, the college-age students and
the young adults that are the future of
this Nation.

So, what is the answer? Well, first of
all we should study what is going on in
other countries that are ahead of us on
the progression table as far as AIDS is
concerned, like Uganda, and we ought
to profit from the problems that they
are having. We, in this country, are the
wealthiest country in the world, and
we have the wherewithal to come up
with a comprehensive program to deal
with AIDS, and we must do it because,
if we do not, every one of us is going to
be hurt, if not by losing a loved one,
then because of the economic and
health care problems that are going to
ensue from the expansion of this dis-

ease.

We have 1.3 million hospital beds in
America, and we are going to have an-
other million people dead or dying of
AIDS by the middle of this decade.
Where are we going to put these peo-
ple? How are we going to provide ade-
quate health care? How are we going to
do all the things that are necessary to
make sure that everybody’s health care
is protected, not just those who have
the AIDS virus?

We are going to have to come to grips
with this, and we are going to have to
come to grips with it quickly. You see,
if we have 4 to 6 million people in-
fected, as I believe we do right now,
those people in the next decade will be-
come active AIDS patients, and they
will be dying from this disease, and
each one of them is going to cost the
taxpayers of this country and the
health care system of this country
about; 100 to $150,000, and it is going to
be a very, very difficult thing for us to
deal with.

So, what is the answer? Well, I say to
my colleagues again tonight, we need a
comprehensive program to deal with it.
The Centers for Disease Control, the
Health and Human Services agency in
this Government have said, ‘“We need
to attack this from the standpoint of
educating the young people about safe
sex.” The fact is there is no such thing
as safe sex outside of a monogamous,
one-man one-woman relationship or ab-
stinence, If someone has sex using a
condom, the chances of someone get-
ting AIDS, if that person is with some-
one that has the virus, is 15 to 20 per-
cent because that is the failure rate of
those devices, and of course it goes up
much more rapidly by not using them,
so the only safe sex is a monogamous
relationship or abstinence.

But we are not dealing with the prob-
lem in a rational manner. We are just
trying to educate people about this, so
I would like to tell my colleagues to-
night what I suggest we do, and I am
going to read from this bill briefly so
that the people know what we are try-
ing to accomplish here. I have a House
concurrent resolution expressing the
sense of the Congress that the Federal
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Government should develop and imple-
ment a comprehensive program to deal
with the AIDS virus and the trans-
mission of it, and I would like to read
it to my colleagues.

“*Whereas the acquired immune defi-
ciency syndrome is a fatal disease for
which there currently is no known
cure'; if someone gets it, they are
going to die, and ‘“Whereas, as of Feb-
ruary 1992, the Centers for Disease Con-
trol had identified at least 213,641 indi-
viduals in the United States who had
died or" are dying of the disease, and
we believe it is about 150,000 more than
that; “Whereas the Centers for Disease
Control have proposed to revise their
definition of the disease in a manner
that would increase the number of indi-
viduals in the United States who are
identified as having died or suffering
from the disease to more than 370,000
by the end of'' this year; ‘“Whereas the
number of individuals in the United
States who are identified by the Cen-
ters for Disease Control as having died
or suffering from the disease has more
than doubled,” doubled, ‘‘every two
years since the Centers began identify-
ing such individuals; Whereas certain
projections from statistics of the Cen-
ters for Disease Control indicate that
there will be,” at least a million people
dead or dying of the disease *“‘by the
mid-1990s; Whereas an individual who is
infected with the human immuno-
deficiency virus may not demonstrate
any symptoms of acquired immune de-
ficiency syndrome for 10 years or more
after the date the individual becomes
infected; Whereas the Centers for Dis-
ease Control have for 5 years estimated
that as many as 1.5 million people in
the United States are infected,” and I
think that is way, way low, and
‘““Whereas the Surgeon General of the
Public Health Service, Antonia C.
Novello, has stated that transmission
of the virus through heterosexual con-
tact is the mode of transmission that
recently has shown the greatest per-
centage increase in certain parts of the
United States; Whereas more than 75
percent of the individuals onutside of
the United States,” with the AIDS
virus, ‘‘contracted the disease through
heterosexual contact; Whereas medical
experts are still unsure about whether
they have identified all of the'’ ways
you can get the AIDS virus; “Whereas
transmission of the virus between
health care workers and patients dur-
ing invasive procedures has been docu-
mented; Whereas at least a majority of
teenagers and college age students in
the United States are sexually active;
Whereas, in 1988, the Centers for Dis-
ease -Control made a conservative esti-
mate that three out of every one thou-
sand college students were infected
with' HIV, and it is much higher than
that now, “Whereas a study of teen-
agers in the District of Columbia be-
tween 1988 and 1990 documented a 300-
percent increase in the number of teen-
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agers infected with the virus; Whereas
acquired immune deficiency syndrome
is a preventable disease; Whereas the
issues associated with the epidemic of
human immunodeficiency virus infec-
tion have been treated like civil rights
issues rather than public health is-
sues,” which it should not be. It should
be treated as a public health issue first
and foremost, and ‘*Whereas the aver-
age cost of treating an individual who
is infected with the human
immunodeficiency virus is $100,000 over
the individual's lifetime; Whereas the
United States has the medical and fi-
nancial resources to resolve the prob-
lems associated with the pandemic of
human immunodeficiency virus infec-
tion; and Whereas the Congress has
failed to develop a comprehensive,™
program to deal with it, “‘Now, there-
fore, be it resolved,” and here is my
program:

‘“That it is the sense of the Congress
that, No. 1, the Federal Government
should develop and implement a com-
prehensive program to prevent further
transmission of the human
immunodeficiency wvirus and provide
treatment for individuals who are in-
fected with the virus; and, No. 2, the
program should include mandatory
routine testing for infection with the
human,” HIV, “virus of all individuals
between 14 and 55,"" who live “in the
United States; tracing of any individ-
ual who has been in contact in a man-
ner that gives rise to a risk of trans-
mission of the virus with an individual
who is infected with the virus; medical
and psychological treatment,” in part,
“funded by the Federal Government,”
where health insurance is not involved
for individuals who are infected with
the virus, and we are doing that any-
how. When somebody has AIDS, and
they do not have health insurance, we
are taking care of them. We cannot
leave them on the streets. So, we are
doing that already. ‘‘Additional medi-
cal research concerning the virus and
acquired immune deficiency syn-
drome,”” should be conducted; ‘‘protec-
tion of the civil rights of individuals
who are infected with the virus, and
national public education campaign
concerning the effects and modes of
transmission of the virus, and Federal
criminal penalties for individuals,”
who have the virus and “knowingly
transmit it.”” We have individuals in
this country who have the HIV virus,
know they are dying of AIDS, and they
go out and give it to other people for a
number of reasons, some to get drug
money, some because they want to
take revenge on other people because
of their problem, and we need to get
those people off the streets and restrict
them from contaminating other indi-
viduals. I mean if someone holds up a
bank with a gun, they go to jail. If
someone shoots somebody, they go to
jail. But if they know they have the
AIDS virus and they go and infect 10,
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20, 30 people, there is no penalty for
that, and there should be. I believe
that every day that we wait, hundreds
more individuals, maybe thousands
more individuals, are being infected,
and it is going to cost all of us dearly.
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So I say to my colleagues tonight, if
you are watching in your offices, or lis-
tening on the radio, or in the Chamber,
please pay attention to this. This is
not going to go away. If we put our
heads in the sand like an ostrich and
think that this problem is going to be
resolved, we are dead wrong. Every day
that we wait, more people are being
condemned to die.

I have three children, one 28, one 17,
and one 19, and I worry every single
day about their possible exposure to
the HIV virus.

I talk to them about it so much, that
every time I bring up the subject they
say ‘‘Oh, Dad, you are not going to talk
to me about that again?"

But I tell you, teenagers and college-
age students believe that they are in-
vincible. They believe that they are
going to live forever, that nothing can
hurt them. They do not worry about
things. And that is the terrible thing
about this virus. It is insidious. They
can be going with someone who has the
virus. They do not know they have it.
The person that is going with them
does not know they have it, and they
become involved, and another person
becomes a casualty and is going to die
a horrible, horrible death because of
AIDS.

That is why I say to my colleagues
time and again, I have come down here
over the past b years, year-in, year-out,
month-in, month-out, week-in, week-
out, saying not just education, but a
comprehensive program to deal with it.
Protect people's civil rights. Do not
single out any segment of our society
for persecution because of this disease.

The homosexual community should
not be singled out, the heterosexual
community should not be singled out.
We are all in this thing together, and
we need a comprehensive program to
save America and to help save the
world.

There are going to be 50 million peo-
ple dead or dying of this disease in the
next 5 to 10 years, 50 million people
around the world.

The United States, like I said, is
about 5 or 6 years behind Uganda, and
half of the population in that country
is already infected. We cannot let that
happen to America. We need a com-
prehensive program to deal with this.

CHINESE QUILTERS SEWING
AMERICAN HERITAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY]
is recognized for 60 minutes.
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Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, today I
am going to touch on two subjects. One
concerns America’s heritage, quilts
from the Smithsonian that are now
being produced in China, which we all
object to. i

In the other part of my presentation
I am going to talk about the kidnaping
of two American children in Yugo-
slavia by their father, and also a little
bit about that unfortunate civil war
fighting that is going on in that area.

Most of us have a quilt in our family
that is a treasured possession because
it was made with the loving hands of a
family member or friend. For over 200
years, American women have invested
time into creating quilts for their fam-
ilies and friends. So, I was dismayed to
learn that the Smithsonian Institution
is allowing our most heirloom quilts to
be mass produced and sold like blan-
kets.

It is outrageous that the Smithso-
nian Institution, which receives tax-
payer's dollars, licensed American Pa-
cific Co. to mass produce America's
historical quilts, some of them one-of-
a-kind. American Pacific has the mate-
rial printed in the United States and
then contracts with 20,000 Chinese
workers to make the quilts.

One rare quilt, bearing the Great
Seal of the United States, was made in
1830 by Susan Strong of Fredrick Coun-
ty, MD. Now it is being mass produced
in China. According to some quilt ex-
perts, the very act of licensing these
one-of-a-kind items has ruined the
value of the original quilt.

Conversely, some of the fake quilts
are being sold as antiques. One woman
bought a fake quilt for the colors and
later saw the identical quilt in an an-
tique shop priced several hundred dol-
lars higher and advertised as an Amer-
ican heirloom.

The licensing of these prized quilts
for mass production as bedding will ul-
timately undermine the value of Amer-
ica's true antique quilts. Sotheby’s re-
cently auctioned an 1867 American pic-
torial Civil War quilt for $264,000. What
will these fakes do to the value of the
Smithsonian collection?

Last year the Smithsonian made
$610,000 from royalties to 60 licensees
for copying American artifacts. Coun-
terfeit quilts are made in China, which
has a wage rate as low as 25 cents an
hour. Spiegel Catalogue is selling
quilts made in China for $200 to $400.
When asked about the copied quilts,
Mr. Robert Longendyke, spokesperson
for Speigel, had the bad taste to say
these Chinese quilts can be ‘‘the kind
of item that will be passed along, that
can become a family heirloom.” That
remark exhibits a total lack of knowl-
edge of how women have poured their
artistic efforts, heart and souls into de-
signing and making quilts.

Quilters have reacted very strongly
to the actions of the Smithsonian. The
National Quilting Association of
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Ellicott City, MD, noted that “‘quilters
are distressed to see American quilts
placed in the same category as plastic
toys, shoes and novelty items.”

American quilters object to the for-
eign quilts being advertised as a ‘‘tra-
ditional heirloom™ or an ‘‘American
heritage’ when they are actually mass
produced counterfeits from China.

I agree with them that it is disgrace-
ful that a quilt such as the ‘‘Great
Seal” which symbolizes American free-
dom and democracy is made in sweat
shop conditions under a repressive
Communist regime. This action is a
mockery of the Smithsonian charter to
preserve the American heritage and
traditions.

Quilting has become an American
artform in which women have tradi-
tionally expressed themselves. No two
handcrafted quilts are the same. Now
instead of a grandmother, an aunt or
family member making these quilts for
the newborns, a Chinese worker in a
mass production factory will be mak-
ing quilted American heirlooms.

There are approximately 2 million
quilters in the United States. The Na-
tional Quilting Association, which is
headquartered in Maryland, has 236
chapters nationwide. The Quilting
Newsletter of Wheat Ridge, CO, was es-
tablished in 1969 and it has a readership
of 250,000. There is a growing interest
in quilting in America.

Groups are quilting, just as they
have been since this country was set-
tled. Churches hold quilting bees,
friends quilt together and classes are
held to teach new generations of quilt-
ers. Men also are joining quilting cir-
cles. Special shops are selling hand-
made quilts.

Unfortunately, it is difficult to iden-
tify the true American quilt from the
fake. Phony American quilts are com-
ing in with flimsy labels identifying
the country of origin but, the labels
easily can be cut off. They should be
stamped so the country of origin can-
not be removed.

The Smithsonian should quit licens-
ing those prized quilts which express
the soul of America. Why should a mu-
seum using taxpayers dollars contrib-
ute to sending jobs off-shore when the
country has over 9 million unemployed.
The Smithsonian has abrogated its re-
sponsibility to the public by licensing
companies to make fake quilts.

James Smithson, who left his fortune
to the United States to create the
Smithsonian would roll over in his
grave if he knew what the museum is
doing with these quilts.

0O 1620
A MOTHER'S NIGHTMARE (CONTINUED)
Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I said
that I was going to talk also about
some of the events in Yugoslavia. One
of the saddest is concerning two Amer-
ican children, and we call it the
Shayna Lazarevich child custody case.
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Mr. Speaker, I rise today to again at-
tack the inaction of the Serbian Gov-
ernment in resolving the Shayna
Lazarevich child custody case.

Ms. Lazarevich, an American na-
tional, has not seen her two small chil-
dren on any regular basis since October
of 1989. It was at this time that her ex-
husband, a Serbian national, in defi-
ance of a State of California decree
awarding Ms. Lazarevich custody of
the children, fled with them to his na-
tive land.

Ms. Lazarevich initially contacted
Representative ANTHONY BEILENSON,
her local Congressman, for help in re-
trieving her children from Serbia. She
then was referred to my office for help.

Upon initiating action in this case, I
was informed that the matter of cus-
tody had been referred to the Serbian
courts. The Supreme Court of Serbia
eventually awarded Ms. Lazarevich
custody.

Despite the decrees of both the Ser-
bian and U.S. courts, Dragisa
Lazarevich retained custody of the
children, openly flouting the law. He
apparently had contacts in the police
department in Nis, the town to which
he had fled, that allowed him to avoid
surrendering the children.

In addition, using a legal loophole, he
had the case heard in a lower court in
Serbia, in order to keep the children.

Over the last 2 years, I have written
countless letters to Serbian President
Slobodan Milosevie, travelled to Bel-
grade to meet with him and other offi-
cials on this case, made countless tele-
phone calls, and arranged appeals
signed by more than 30 fellow Mem-
bers, all on Ms. Lazarevich’s behalf.

In addition, Ms. Lazarevich has been
working closely at the same time with
Warren Zimmerman, Ambassador to
Yugoslavia, trying to apply diplomatic
pressure to get the Serbian Govern-
ment to resolve the case. Even Sec-
retary of State Jim Baker has been in-
volved in the case, making a personal
appeal to Mr. Milosevic in June of 1991.

In March, Dragisa Lazarevich’s final
appeal for custody of the children was
exhausted. All of us involved in the
case were relieved. However, the sticky
problem of transfer of custody of the
children to their mother still stood in
the way of final resolution.

On March 24th, I wrote Slobodan
Milosevic the following letter asking
him to ensure that the children be
placed in protective custody until
Shayna could get them back:

Hon. SLOBODAN MILOSEVIC,
President, Republic of Serbia, Belgrade, Yugo-
slavia.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It has come to my
attention that final court in Serbia has
acted on the Shayna Lazarevich custody
case, and confirmed that custody of the chil-
dren should be awarded to their mother.

I, therefore, am contacting you to urge
that the children be placed in protective cus-
tody at the U.S. Embassy in Belgrade until
the appeal is closed out, which I understand
will take about two weeks.
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By all accounts that have come to my at-
tention, the children have been abused in
their father’'s care, and I fear the worst if
they remain in his custody during this criti-
cal period.

Having demonstrated abusive behavior in
the past, Mr. Lazarevich once again could
flee with the children, or resist attempts to
transfer custody.

Please do all in your power to assure that
this does not happen.

Sincerely,
HELEN DELICH BENTLEY,
Member of Congress.

To reinforce my first appeal, On
April 1, T also sent the following appeal
signed by 14 Members of Congress to
President Milosevic:

Hon. SLOBODAN MILOSEVIC,
President, Republic of Serbia, Belgrade, Yugo-
slavia.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: It has come to our
attention that final court in Serbia has
acted on the Shayna Lazarevich custody case
and confirmed that custody of the children
should be awarded to their mother.

We, the undersigned Members of the Unit-
ed States House of Representatives, would
urge you to do the following to ensure a safe
return of the children to their mother;

1. Immediately place the children under
police protection in the town of Nis, or de-
liver them to the United States Embassy
until the appeal process is completed.

2. Arrange delivery of the children to their
mother in Belgrade as quickly as possible, or
arrange for her to take custody of them in
Nis under full protection of your law enforce-
ment officials.

3. Take any and all precautions that Mr.
Lazarevich does not flee the Republic of Ser-
bia or the country with the children in his
custody.

We cannot stress enough that these actions
be taken immediately, and appreciate your
cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,

Helen Delich Bentley, Barney Frank,
Ronald K. Machtley, Bill Green, Ste-
phen J. Solarz, Willlam E. Danne-
meyer, Randy “Duke” Cunningham,
Peter H. Kostmayer, Dana Rohra
bacher, Jolene Unsoeld, George W.
Gekas, Barbara F. Vuecanovich, Curt
Weldon, William Lehman,

Members of Congress.

After sending these letters, I spoke
with both President Milosevic and Dep-
uty Speaker of the Serbian Parliament,
Vukasim Jokanovic. Both assured me
that the children were being taken care
of,

Shayna called me on Monday; her
children were not in school. Warren
Zimmerman called yesterday morning;
the Ministry of Justice told him that
Shayna’s ex-husband had once again
fled with the children, and that she
should hire a private detective to find
him.

Mr, Speaker, I was shocked at this
callous answer given by the Serbian
Government. This case, involving two
American nationals, which had been
brought to their attention again and
again, gets a simple “‘not our problem,
hire a detective.”

Mr. Speaker, I am incensed. Upon
hearing that Ms. Lazarevich's ex-hus-
band had fled once again, I wrote to
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President Milosevic and Deputy Speak-
er Jokanovic to voice my disapproval
of their inability to act on the case. In
addition, Ambassador Zimmerman has
contacted President Milosevic and
Minister of Justice Cetkovic criticizing
their inaction and has also released a
statement which I would like to read:
EMBASSY OF THE
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
May 7, 1992.
STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR ZIMMERMAN

We are all devastated that the Lazarevich
children, Sacha and Andre, have disappeared.
The responsibility for this lies squarely on
the Serbian Government.

Since the final court ruling in Shayna's
favor, the Serbian Government has had 6
weeks in which to organize the recovery of
the children.

We don’t know if its failure to do so was
the result of malice or incompetence. Either
way, the Serbian Government will have
thereby demonstrated to all Americans its
callousness to both the legal and human
sides of this tragedy.

Mr. Speaker, if Serbia ever wishes to
regain favorable status with the United
States, the resolution of this tragic
case would be a positive step. I call on
the Serbian Government immediately
to locate the children and turn them
over to their mother. Anything less is
a slap in the face of the United States,
and is simply unacceptable.

Mr. Speaker, as we all know, there
has been a lot of fighting over in Yugo-
slavia, a lot of finger pointing, a lot of
people accusing one another, but there
are two pieces that I want to read in
connection with that facet of it.

The first is a piece from the Associ-
ated Press today. It is datelined
Semizovac, Bosnia-Herzegovina, and it
is written by Tony Smith, an AP writ-
er.

I guess we could describe this as how
people can really get along despite con-
ditions.

The AP article says that—

Nebojsa Spirovic made a screeching U-turn
with his white Volkswagen and yelled out of
the window: ‘‘Run for cover, truce has col-
lapsed, Muslims are attacking.”

Within minutes, gun and cannon fire erupt-
ed, sending houses up in smoke and Serb and
Muslim townfolk scurrying for cover in cel-
lars and barns.

Many found shelter across enemy lines, at-
testing to the reluctance with which Serbs
and Muslims in this ethnically-mixed village
of 5,000 have taken up arms against each
other in the bloody dispute over Bosnia's
independence.

“In half an hour this place will be chaos,”
said Spirovic, a 28-year-old Serb fighter
known as Spiro.

He urged visitors into ‘‘a safe place" a hill-
side machine-gun nest made from logs and
black plastic sheets that overlooked the
small town just outside the embattled
Bosnian capital of Sarajevo.

As the boom of cannon fire rumbled from
the capital, mortar shells whistled into a
Serb part of Semizovac from a Muslim dis-
trict across a wooded valley.

A local truce had collapsed.

*I dare not say how stupid this all is,"” said
Spiro, nestled down among half-empty plum
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brandy bottles and soiled blankets. ‘‘They
have guns, we have guns, we shoot.”

Members of Spiros’ Serbian territorial de-
fense unit said they were fighting to defend
their town against ‘““Muslim extremists.”

More than 350 people have died in Bosnia
since Slavic Muslims and Croats voted for
independence on February 29. Serbs, who op-
pose independence, have been backed by the
Serb-dominated federal army in battles for
control of territory.

The Serb fighters in Semizovac insisted,
however, that they would prefer to return to
the tolerance that once characterized
Bosnia's melting pot of nationalities and cul-
tures than continue fighting their fellow vil-
lagers.

But the harmony that clearly once ruled in
the village was abundantly evident, even as
Serbs and Muslims fired at each other.

Muslims caught in the cross-fire sought
shelter with Serbs and found it there.

“There should be a new referendum, new
elections, so that we could all live together
like before in our old Yugoslavia,” said
Milan Dragicevic, a Serb sheltering 35 Mus-
lim refugees in his tiny farmhouse cellar fur-
ther up the slopes.

“It’s no longer a question of politics it's a
question of life,' he said. His Muslim guests
nodded in agreement.

There were no signs of animosity as the
gunfire eased and Serbs and Muslims
emerged to chat among blossoming apple
trees.

Muslim children stole sweets from a Serb
granny. One-month-old baby, Milena, was
brought from the farmhouse and passed
among cooling women of both nationalities.

“Can you imagine anything crazier?"
asked Spiro. “They were afraid we would at-
tack them, but they run here for cover.”
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Mr. Speaker, I think that story says
more than anything else we could talk
about the sad situation that is taking
place in the former Republic of Yugo-
slavia and the remnants of Yugoslavia.

With that, I am preparing a memo
that I am going to send to the State
Department. It reads somethings like
this, because this story of Spiro’s ex-
emplifies how people really feel.

This memo says:

SPECIAL APPEAL TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT

The world, including the European Com-
munity, the United Nations, and the United
States must realize that Yugoslavia is a mo-
saic—a conglomeration of ethnic and reli-
gious divisions.

These are powerful factors with tremen-
dous impact, if not explosive.

The problems inherent to Yugoslavia are
fomenting the current strife, and if not han-
dled properly now, could expand into a catas-
trophe involving the whole of the Balkan pe-
ninsula.

Present actions that favor one group over
another and give only lipservice to resolu-
tion of the rights of minorities offer a prob-
lem that merely festers.

This problem cannot be swept under the
rug, nor should we believe that these prob-
lems will merely pass away. In addition,
threats that serve as retaliatory measures
against one group or another offer no solu-
tion, merely adding to the incentive to avoid
a comprehensive solution rather than to stop
and comply, especially in the face of policy
that is perceived as biased and one-sided.

Therefore we should address the problem
where it lies—among the parties, who know
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the situation better—and conversely—who
know better what issues must be addressed
for a permanent and lasting peace.

When the breakup of Yugoslavia began, ev-
eryone—the parties involved—thought that
each could and would do better without the
other. But economic conditions, playing
havoc with each group, now have introduced
another facet to the overwhelming problems
of this area—and indicate that an oppor-
tunity exists for the groups to reflect again
on the final form of the Balkan breakup.

The groups not only need a meeting of the
parties, but they also need a fair arbitrator,
extending equal and unbiased treatment to
all.

All of the republics of Yugoslavia respect
the United States, who has had no historical
designs on the area, and therefore, the Unit-
ed States should act as mediator to such a
summit,

Mediation will cost the United States
nothing; aid, embargoes, sanctions, and
peace-keeping forces will cost much more.

It is clear that the United States is the
only entity that could facilitate such action
to the acceptance of all parties involved.

Contain the problem. Keep it among the
parties—at the table and not in the streets,
where innocent citizens of all groups are los-
ing their lives.

However, the rights of everyone concerned,
without exception, must be addressed; any
delay in negotiations will offer no solution.

This is a suggestion that requires imme-
diate and concerted action on the part of the
United States.

VACATING SPECIAL ORDER

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to vacate the 60-
minute special order earlier agreed to
for today for myself.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KOSTMAYER). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION
TO PROVIDE EMERGENCY LOAN
GUARANTEE ASSISTANCE TO
THE CITY OF LOS ANGELES

(Mr. GONZALEZ asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. Speaker, I rise
to announce to the Members and to
print in the RECORD H.R. 5102, which
has just been filed on behalf of the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Califor-
nia [Ms. WATERS] and myself, that has
as its primary purpose to provide emer-
gency loan guarantee assistance to the
city of Los Angeles in helping it to re-
establish business in the areas affected
by the recent disturbances.

I want to mention that I also have
available, and I will place it in the
RECORD subsequently, a copy of the re-
port that I printed as a committee and
subcommittee document as a result of
the hearings which, in the name of the
Subcommittee on Housing and Commu-
nity Development and the full Commit-
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs, we held in Los Angeles on Feb-
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ruary 10, right in the middle of the cen-
ter of the storm now, in the building in
which the disturbances have taken
place all around it.

The report I had printed because
what we had by way of testimony at
the hearing was clearly very disturb-
ing, and we reported that there was a
likelihood of social problems and un-
rest. That was just February 10.

I am introducing legislation today on
behalf of myself and Congresswoman
MAXINE WATERS, that will begin to ad-
dress some of the immediate steps
needed to rebuild Los Angeles and
other communities which have suffered
destruction and unrest as a result of
the violence fueled by the Rodney King
verdict.

This legislation provides an imme-
diate incentive for burned out and
looted businesses to reopen, as well as
to attract new businesses, in areas of
the city that suffered destruction dur-
ing protests over the not guilty ver-
dict. Specifically, this legislation pro-
vides immediate credit for such busi-
ness activity. It uses the existing sec-
tion 108 Loan Guarantee Program to
make business loans more affordable
by lowering the cost of business loans
in these areas through interest rate re-
ductions. In addition, this legislation
increases the borrowing authority for
affected communities so that sufficient
funds are available quickly.

This legislation is an immediate step
toward addressing a larger and more
fundamental problem. While the jury
verdict of not guilty catalyzed these
destructive protests, the fundamental
cause of the violence goes far beyond
Rodney King’'s beating.

Drastic Federal budget cuts during a
decade of Reagan-Bush administrations
have burdened municipalities so that
they can no longer keep citizens from
falling through the cracks.

Several field hearings held by the
Banking Committee this year, includ-
ing one in Los Angeles, examined the
effects of the decade long neglect by
the Federal Government to our inner
cities. The situation is dire: families
are desperate for good jobs, safe neigh-
borhoods, good schools, and decent
housing. Yet cities are unable to afford
to provide these basic necessities.

Separate legislation that I intro-
duced and which has been approved by
the Committee on Banking, H.R. 4073,
will be the next step to more fully ad-
dress the root causes of the desperation
and destruction. This legislation will
provide permanent jobs through the re-
building of critically needed infrastruc-
ture improvements.

I will be bringing H.R. 4073 to the
floor in the near future. For now, I ask
my colleagues to work with Congress-
woman WATERS and me to provide this
section 108 loan guarantee assistance
as quickly as possible.
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H.R. 5102

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the Uniled States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1, SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the *“'Gonzalez-
Waters Distressed Communities Assistance
Act?.

SEC. 2. GUARANTEE OF OBLIGATIONS AND
NOTES

Pursuant to the authority provided under
section 108 of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 and this Act, the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment may guarantee and make commit-
ments to guarantee the notes and other obli-
gations issued by qualified public entities for
the purposes under section 3. The provisions
of section 108 and title I of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974 shall
apply to any guarantees and commitments
for guarantees made pursuant to this Act ex-
cept to the extent otherwise provided in this
Act.

SEC. 3. ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.

Notwithstanding the first sentence of sec-
tion 108(a) of the Housing Act of 1974, guar-
antees may be provided under this Act only
for notes and other obligations issued for the
purposes of financing activities for the es-
tablishment, development, and redevelop-
ment of businesses in qualified areas, includ-
ing acquisition of property located within
qualified areas for businesses, providing
working capital and capital for start-up
costs and inventory, and acquisition, con-
struction, reconstruction, and rehabilitation
of structures located within qualified areas
for businesses.

SEC. 4. QUALIFIED AREAS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of this Act,
the term ‘“‘qualified area’ means any area—

(1) in which a public disturbance involving
acts of violence occurred on or after April 29,
1992, and before May 6, 1992;

(2) in which significant property damage
was caused by such public disturbance; and

(3) that is described in a certification ap-
proved under subsection (b) by the Sec-
retary.

(b) CERTIFICATION.—Any certification re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(3) shall be made
by the chief executive officer of a unit of
general local government in which the area
described in the certification is located. The
certification shall be submitted to the Sec-
retary and shall describe the areas within
the unit of general local government in
which eligible activities financed with the
proceeds of notes and obligations guaranteed
under this Act are to be carried out, the pub-
lic disturbance that occurred within the
area, and the value or extent of damage re-
sulting from the public disturbance. The
Secretary shall approve each certification
submitted under this subsection and notify
the unit of general local government of such
approval within 10 days after receipt (exclud-
ing Saturdays, Sundays, and legal public
holidays), unless the Secretary determines
that the certification is materially inac-
curate.

SEC. 5. INAPPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF CDBG
LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM.

(a) INAPPLICABLE PROVISIONS OF SECTION
108—Guarantees and commitments to guar-
antee made under this Act shall not be sub-
ject to the following provisions of section 108
of the Housing and Community Development
Act:

(1) CREDIT AVAILABILITY TEST.—The second
sentence of subsection (a).

(2) AGGREGATE AUTHORITY AND ALLOCATION
RULES—The last 2 sentences of subsection
(a).

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

(3) LIMITATION BASED ON CDBG GRANT
AMOUNTS.—Subsection (b).

(4) SECURITY.—Subparagraphs (B) and (C)
of subsection (d}1), subsection (d)(2). and
subsection (e).

(5) AGGREGATE AND ENTITY LIMITATIONS.—
Subsection (k).

(6) ELIGIBLE PUBLIC ENTITY.—Subsection
(o).

(7) TRAINING.—Subsection (p).

(b) INAPPLICABILITY OF LOW- AND MOD-
ERATE-INCOME REQUIREMENT.—Guarantees
and comunitments to guarantee made under
this Act shall not be subject to section 101(¢)
and 104(b)(3) of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974.

SEC. 6. ASSISTANCE FOR REDUCTION OF INTER-
EST PAYMENTS.

Pursuant to the second sentence of section
108(h) and subject to the requirements of
such section, there is authorized to be appro-
priated for grants to qualified public entities
such sums as may be necessary to cover in-
terest costs involved in financing activities
under section 3.

SEC. 7. GUARANTEE AUTHORITY AND BUDGET
COMPLIANCE.

Subject only to the absence of applications
from qualified public entities or proposed ac-
tivities and to the authority provided in this
section, in addition to the amount provided
under the 5th sentence of section 108(a) of
the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1974, the Secretary shall enter into
commitments to gunarantee notes and obliga-
tions pursuant to this Act with an aggregate
principal amount of $500,000,000, without fis-
cal year limitation, to the extent approved
or provided in appropriation Acts.

SEC. 8, OTHER DEFINITIONS,

For purposes of this Act:

(1) QUALIFIED PUBLIC ENTITY.—The term
“qualified public entity’ means any unit of
general local government (as such term is
defined in section 102 of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974) within
which a qualified area under section 4 is lo-
cated, and such term includes any public
agency designated by any such unit of gen-
eral local government.

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘“Secretary”
means the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development.

SEC. 9. IMPLEMENTATION.

Upon the enactment of any appropriation
Act providing guarantee authority under
section 7 and to the extent of such authority,
the Secretary shall guarantee, and make
commitments to guarantee, notes and obli-
gations under this Act, whether or not regu-
lations to carry out this Act have been is-
sued.

AFTERMATH OF THE
DISTURBANCE IN LOS ANGELES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. WASHINGTON]
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
take the well on this occasion to speak
on a matter of some urgency to our Na-
tion. I hope not to use the entire 60
minutes. I am mindful of the fact that
it has been a long day for all of us, and
particularly those who staff the House
here, who of course have other impor-
tant things to do.

Printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD of April 28, 1992, T made a state-
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ment on what was then another occa-
sion such as this, a special order, and
on that ocecasion, Mr. Speaker, I made
a promise. That promise was, and I
quote from page H 2708,

I am recommitted that between now and
the end of the term to which the people of
the 18th Congressional District have either
fortunately or unfortunately elected me to
hold, I will, with all the fiber in my body,
bring to the attention of the American peo-
ple on this microphone on a regular basis the
problems that we confront as a country, not
only as a Democrat, not as a Republican, but
as a person who meant it when he held up his
hand and took the oath that I would defend
with my life the Constitution and the laws of
the United States and the people who elected
me.
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I did not plan that this would be such
an occasion so closely following that.
But since that time we have had an un-
fortunate series of tragedies to occur in
a part of our Nation which we call Los
Angeles and its environs. And it seems
to me, Mr. Speaker, that this is both
the appropriate place and occasion to
speak out on a matter that is impor-
tant to the American people, for most
of us have had the opportunity to on
several occasions see the videotape
that was providently taken by an ama-
teur video photographer of the police
misconduct that was visited upon the
person of Rodney King on that fateful
evening. And most of us watched with
great anticipation, believing in our
system of justice, and believing in our
Constitution and laws and that justice
would be done to one of several persons
who in the opinion of most Americans
and people throughout the world used
more force than was necessary on that
occasion to subdue Rodney King and
reduce him to arrest.

We all of course know that the jury
returned the verdict of not guilty, and
that was of course within their prov-
ince to do. Under the concept of or-
dered liberty we should not now criti-
cize the verdict from that jury, but we
ought to look beyond it, for I believe
that much more important than how
we feel about the verdict and the after-
math, we as citizens should condemn
the violence that brought us to the
point where police officers who wear
our uniforms and our badges and carry
our guns and nightsticks feel that they
can, with impunity, be both judge,
jury, and executioner for any person
charged with crime in our society. It is
tragic when police officers feel that
way.

In my view, it is also tragic that the
jury reached the conclusion that they
did, although I do not quarrel with
their verdict because only they had
both the responsibility and the duty
under our law to reach the decision
that they did.

I also wish to condemn the violence
of the thugs and villains and criminals
who took the law into their own hands
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in Los Angeles, CA, after the verdict
was rendered. I do not think, not
speaking for other people because I do
not know how other people feel really,
I do not think that any of those who
have attempted since that time, Mr.
Speaker, to explain the frustration and
feeling in the hearts of people who may
have taken to the streets is an attempt
on their part to rationalize or justify
what is obviously criminal conduct.
What happened in the streets of Los
Angeles following the verdict in the
Rodney King case was, at least in my
view, as wrong as what happened to
Rodney King, It was criminal, and it
was wrong to beat innocent people,
many of whom happened to have been
white, who had done absolutely noth-
ing to Rodney King or to cause the
conditions that resulted in the verdict.
And we as elected officials in this
country must set the tone, because if
we do not set the tone then the people
have no leadership, and we leave it to
others who perhaps may not be as
thoughtful and perhaps not be as cau-
tious as we should be in fashioning a
remedy that comes out of the ashes of
the several tragedies that have been
visited upon California in the last year
and a half, and I am not speaking of
the earthquakes.

It was wrong, in my judgment, and
criminal, as I say, for the citizens or
some of the citizens in Los Angeles to
take the law into their own hands and
to take out their frustrations, and vent
their hostilities on innocent people
merely because they happened to have
been of another race. And I think that
people who are right-thinking people in
our country find just as abhorrent the
television sight of people pulling un-
armed innocent motorists out of a ve-
hicle and beating those people sense-
less as they were when they saw the
videotape of Rodney King being beaten
by the police officers.

It seems to me that we must have
justice in our society, but it seems that
we as a nation ought to look at where
we are and where we should be going.
And it seems to me, without attempt-
ing to lay the blame at the feet of any-
one or all of us that the U.S. Govern-
ment must provide leadership in these
times, because I think these are criti-
cal times for our country. I do not be-
lieve that what happened in Los Ange-
les or any of the other cities where
there was violence or the threat of vio-
lence should be fashioned as an isolated
incident. As one of my colleagues said,
I think it was a wakeup call for the
United States of America, and it is
time we heed the wakeup call. It is like
when you set the clock for a certain
time in the morning, and the alarm
goes off, and you hit the snooze button,
and you give yourself 6 minutes, or 10
minutes, or whatever your clock is pro-
grammed to provide of more time to
crawl back in bed and snuggle up 1
more minute and gleep a few more min-
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utes. Then the clock goes off again and
you get up, and you hit the button
again, and hopefully at some point you
do get up, hecause otherwise you will
be late for your responsibilities. And
America is on the verge of being late in
meeting its responsibilities, because as
far back as 1968, the National Advisory
Committee on Civil Disorder, called
the Kerner Commission, has given us a
blueprint for some of the things that
led to the kind of violence that hap-
pened on the streets of Los Angeles.

This is not of course to mollify or
justify people taking the law into their
own hands. But one must understand
the conditions of life in the ghetto to
understand how a decent human being
could be driven to the point of engag-
ing in rioting and looting on the
streets of a city where they live. Vir-
tually every major episode of violence
in this country has been followed by an
accumulation of unresolved grievances
and by widespread dissatisfaction of
the people with the unwillingness or
the inability of the government to
properly respond. And there are many
people in the Government, from the
President of the United States on
down, who are now attempting to fash-
ion what is and ought to be our re-
sponse to very troubling times in Los
Angeles and in other American cities.

And it seems to me that we ought to
talk to each other, not at each other
about the problems that we face as a
society. And it seems to me that we
ought to look at the root causes not of
the violence, because the cause of the
violence in the streets of Los Angeles
was eriminal. The cause of the verdict
by the jury in the Rodney King case
was that we have allowed our police to
become part of a siege mentality in
which it is us against them. We who
are law-abiding citizens have allowed
ourselves to be separated from those
who violate our laws, and therefore we
have created an us-against-them men-
tality in which the police see it as
their duty to protect us from them.
And we reward the thin blue line of po-
lice by forgiving, forgiving on too
many occasions their violations of our
law.

It is not right for a police officer to
violate the law, just as it is not right
for a citizen to violate the law.
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One does not justify the other. So it
seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that we
must engage in a dialog, not as Demo-
crats and not as Republicans, but as
Americans, on where we are to be head-
ing as a nation and what should be our
appropriate and proper response to the
chagrin that we all feel from what we
watched on television over the last 7 or
8 days.

In the concept of ordered liberty, we
as a society must work together to
solve our common problems, because
the problem of police misconduct is not
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the problem of one community but the
problem of our entire community, be-
cause as surely as what happened to
Rodney King, that happened to him, it
could happen to any person in the mid-
dle of the night who happens to be
stopped by a police officer who, for
whatever reason, feels that he needs to
extract his pound of flesh from another
individual. So we need to address, it
seems, the underlying problems, not to
suggest that those problems gave rise
to the specific incident or to excuse or
justify the conduct, once again, that
has occurred. But if we do not begin
now to address the problems, then it is
my fear that they will happen again
and again and again.

It is those of us who have been elect-
ed to public office upon whose watch
these things have happened that bear
the ultimate responsibility for what
has happened and bear the ultimate re-
sponsibility for what I believe will hap-
pen in the future if we do not begin
now the constructive process and the
courageous process of addressing these
problems in a forthright manner,

In our urban areas, as in our rural
areas in this country, we suffer from
benign neglect, and I intend to focus
my remarks on this occasion on how
we can address these problems without
spending any more money than we are
presently spending.

It is good to have a lot of ideas to
throw out, and there are lots of people
who have ideas. I am sure they are all
worth merit, and I am not saying that
mine are worth anything at all except
perhaps to start other people with
greater minds thinking about how we
can address these problems.

We have a problem with the edu-
cation of our young people in this
country. I do not know the people who
were rioting and looting on the streets
of Los Angeles. I watched television,
and they appeared to be‘of all racial
and ethnic groups and of all ages, and
it seems to me that if we had a compos-
ite of those people, it is my view, Mr.
Speaker, that most of them would not
have received the benefit of the edu-
cational opportunities that our society
and our country have so richly pro-
vided to the fortunate few. It seems to
me that if we are to ensure that there
are no more Los Angeleses in our coun-
try that we must, as a Congress and as
a country, be about the business of ad-
dressing in a forthright and direct
manner answers to these questions.

How is it that we do not educate our
young people? Why do we allow so
many of our young people to drop out
of school and be pushed out of school
before they even get a high school edu-
cation? What chance does a person
without a high school education have
of succeeding in our society? Most
often they become a ward of the State,
either as prisoners in our prison sys-
tem or caught up in our welfare sys-
tem. They become homeless because
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they do not have jobs and cannot pro-
vide housing for themselves and their
families.

It seems to me the response of the
Congress of the United States should
be on this occasion to step back and
look at these problems and attempt to
address them in a forthright and direct
manner, and it seems to me, Mr.
Speaker, Members, that we must first
look at how we spend our dollars and,
once again, I reiterate that these pro-
posals have nothing to do with new
taxes upon our overly taxed people in
our country already, but the realloca-
tion of our priorities.

When the Congress passed our budget
for the next fiscal year in which we
outlined our budget as being $1.4 tril-
lion, the verdict in Lios Angeles has not
occurred, and Simi Valley had not oc-
curred, and the violence in Los Angeles
had not taken place. So the question is:
Do we have the courage to then reorder
our priorities, having made a commit-
ment for that budget, and is there an
urgent necessity to do so?

It seems to me that there is an ur-
gent necessity to do so, because condi-
tions have changed. Mr. Speaker, I
would liken it to the budget of a house-
hold or of a family or of a corporation.
When you sit down and you think
about the requirements of the budget
for the following year, you take into
consideration what your expectations
are for the following year, not only for
the expenditures but the happenstance
of events then and in the future.

No one could project either the out-
come of the eriminal trial in Simi Val-
ley nor the response from the commu-
nity in Los Angeles and other places of
this country at the time that the Con-
gress in its wisdom decided that we
would allocate the funds in the fashion
that we did. Following that debate, as
the Members of Congress and as the
Nation will recall, we undertook a de-
bate on whether the so-called firewalls
should be removed.

The people in the country will recall
that out of the budget summit of 1990
the Congress attempted to give itself
the discipline to balance the budget in
this country by the year 2000, and the
method by which we accomplished
that, or purported to accomplish that,
was the bill, the so-called firewalls be-
tween domestic discretionary, domes-
tic entitlement, and military spending.

Now, that may have been appropriate
at the time, and I assume that it was,
because the Congress, in its wisdom,
decided that those would be our prior-
ities.

But just as a household has to reor-
der its priorities in light of a tragedy
that occurs in the household, it seems
to me that now is the time for the Con-
gress to reorder its priorities with re-
spect to the budget of our Nation. We
msut turn our attention to our Amer-
ican cities, not turn our back on our
foreign friends and neighbors in South
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America and in Canada, in Europe and
Japan, but to redirect our priorities to
the places where it is clearly evident
that our priorities ought to be focused.

A new world order must now include
American cities. A new world order
must include redeveloping the infra-
structure of American cities not be-
cause of the events of the past week or
so but because of what has been hap-
pening to this country for the last 30
years.

We have been in a steady decline and
erosion of our American cities. As
pointed out in the Kerner Commission
report of 1968, ‘“*But for the precipitous
causes of the summer of 1967, and the
changing of the name of Newark and
Detroit and a few other neighboring
cities, and the changing of terminology
from Negro to African-American or
black, whichever a person chooses to
use or some of the other matters that
have been changed in our society, I
suggest that anyone who reads either
the excerpts or the full report from the
Kerner Commission, merely by insert-
ing Los Angeles instead of some of the
other cities, we would think that this
report was written within the last 7
days.

When are we going to wake up to the
reality that every time we have a very
great tragedy in America we do not
need another study? We do not need to
study what happened in Los Angeles.
Mr. Speaker, we need to study the re-
ports that we have already paid for
that are gathering dust over on the
shelves of the Library of Congress, be-
cause if we read those reports and heed
the advice and wisdom contained there-
in by many scholars and experts who
have put their minds to the task, then
it seems to me that we would be di-
rected toward what we ought to do as a
nation.

From the summary, just let me read
a part:

Recommendations for national action: Em-
ployment: Pervasive unemployment and
underemployment are the most persistent
and serious grievances in minority areas.
They are inexplicably linked to the problems
of civil disorder. Despite growing Federal ex-
penditures for manpower development and
training programs and sustained general eco-
nomic prosperity and increasing demand for
skilled workers, about 2 million white and
nonwhite are permanently unemployed;
about 10 million are underemployed, of
whom 6.5 million work full time for wages
below the poverty line.

None of that has changed.
0O 1700

The 500,000 hardcore unemployed,
that has changed. It is about 3 million
hardcore unemployed now.

In the central cities, those who lack
a basic education and are unable to
hold a steady job are made up in large
part of Negro males, now Afro-Amer-
ican males, many of whom are now in
prison instead of on the streets of
America between the ages of 18 and 25,
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I would add parenthetically, many of
whom now experience the fact that the
leading cause of death among that age
group, that is 18 to 25, is now homicide.

In the large cities which we surveyed,
Negros were three times as likely as
whites to hold unskilled jobs, which
were often part-time seasonal low-pay-
ing and dead-end jobs. Nothing has
changed about those things.

This was 25 years ago, Mr. Speaker,
that these things were brought to the
attention of the Congress, of which
most of us were not Members at the
time, and of the American people.

Nothing has been done to move us in
the direction in which we should now
move.

If we had a household in which prior-
ities in budget had been established
and it was such that that budget had
been put into action and all of a sudden
that household experienced a catas-
trophe, such as little Johnny coming in
from playing in the backyard on a
swing set with his arm severed, and lit-
tle Johnny went to the hospital, you
would not need an x ray or an MRI to
find out that little Johnny's arm was
broken.

We do not need another study to
know that little Johnny's arm is bro-
ken. Little Johnny is Los Angeles
today, but it could be Chicago or Hous-
ton or Miami or Detroit or Washington
or New York or any other major city in
America tomorrow. We do not need an-
other study, it seems to me, to know
what is wrong with America.

America has spent too many of its re-
sources, and with the benefit of hind-
sight, not so much in criticism of what
we have done, but of where we are. We
have spent our resources rebuilding
Japan and Germany after World War II,
and we did wonderful work there.
There is nothing wrong with that; but
in the budget of $1.4 trillion, we neither
reduced the deficit to the point where
we get to a balanced budget, nor do we
address the fundamental underlying
cancer that grows on the conscience of
America.

It seems to me that we do not need
an x ray or an MRI to look at the situ-
ation in Los Angeles under a micro-
scope, Mr. Speaker, to know what the
nature of the problem is. It is the same
as it was in 1968 and in 1967 when we
had riots all over this country.

We have too many people who are un-
employed. We have too many people
who are uneducated and under-
educated. We have too many people
with no health care. We have too many
people with no housing or inadequate
housing. We have too many people who
subsist on welfare. We have too many
people who understand the conditions
of life in the ghettos in the United
States. 8o we must redirect our prior-
ities.

We ought to take the resources, or
part of the resources that we are now
spending and will spend through the
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year 2000, some $400 billion, that is
$400,000 million that we will spend be-
tween now and the year 2000 protecting
Germany and Europe from the Soviet
Union that wants to join NATO, and
protecting Japan from China, while our
cities continue to deteriorate, while
our cities come apart at the seams,
while our young people start the first
grade with three of their friends and
neighbors from the community and
find that of the three of those who
graduate from high school, Mr. Speak-
er, one has a functional equivalency of
an eighth grade education and the
other dropped out of the eighth grade,
while two of those four young people
did not receive the value and benefit of
the educational resources that we pro-
vide.

The Federal Government must pro-
vide leadership. The Federal Govern-
ment is responsible if these problems
continue to exist. No one can save us
but us.

It is time now for the American peo-
ple to make the Congress do its duty.
The duty of the Congress is to address
the problem not of Los Angeles; Los
Angeles is only the tip of the iceberg.
Los Angeles is only a symptom of the
underlying problem. The underlying
problem is that we have allowed our in-
frastructure to erode. We do not spend
enough money developing our high-
ways and our sidewalks and the infra-
structure of our cities so that we can
be proud of them, and as a result most
of our citizens who can afford to move
out of the cities and move into subur-
ban and rural areas, and on the other
end of the spectrum our citizens who
live in rural areas find themselves
without adequate health care because
the doctors are moving from the rural
areas into the suburban areas and into
the urban areas because they cannot
make a living in the rural areas; so
rural hospitals are closing all over
America and people who are unfortu-
nate enough to need serious trauma
care or other serious medical care in
the rural areas find themselves having
to be transported 200 miles by life-
flight helicopters, if they can find one,
in order to get the appropriate medical
attention.

We are allowing our country to die
on the vine.

It does not require any new spending.
It requires a new direction and new pri-
orities. We must have the wisdom, we
must have the courage to turn our
country around. No one can do that but
the Congress of the United States and
no one can make the Congress of the
United States do that but the Amer-
ican people.

It is time for the people who are sit-
ting in their homes tonight, this
evening, who are on their way home
from work, who are troubled about
what is happening in Los Angeles, to
realize that there will not be a re-
sponse from the mayors of the cities

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

around the Nation or from the county
commissioners or county supervisors
or State legislators or from the Gov-
ernors or from the President or from
the Congress without some action on
their part. They need to turn up the
heat on all elected officials, because it
is our responsibility to ensure that the
new world order that they expect be-
comes a reality.

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that the
way to accomplish that is to redirect
our priorities so that we spend the $400
billion that we will spend between now
and the year 2000 on the people in this
country so that we can address the
question of AIDS in a forthright and
comprehensive manner. AIDS is not a
gay disease. It never was. People who
thought it was a gay disease are now
finding their so-called straight mothers
and fathers, sisters and brothers, being
afflicted with this dread disease and
they are now becoming involved. They
should have been involved 6, 8, or 10
years ago, but that is of no moment.

We have low birth weight babies
being. born all over America, particu-
larly in American cities, because young
females do not get prenatal care, Mr.
Speaker, they go four term preg-
nancies, and the first time they see a
doctor is when they are in active labor
going in to delivery the baby in the
hospital.

We need a health care delivery sys-
tem that addresses the needs of the
American people. The pecople in Ger-
many have a national health care sys-
tem. The people in Japan have a na-
tional health care system and they
have it at our expense, because they do
not need a standing army to protect
them from whatever enemy, real or
imagined, exists for them, Mr. Speak-
er. They have the United States of
America to do that for them; but while
we do those things for the rest of the
world, and there is nothing wrong with
doing that, in times of prosperity and
better times we can afford to do those
things, but we have to tighten the belt.
We have to look out for America first.
We have to look out for the new world
order that exists in this country, when
we have frustrated and humiliated
young people who have no education,
who have no hope, who have no jobs or
hopes of a job, who have no health
care, who are sleeping on the streets at
night. It is no wonder we have violence
on the streets.

It seems to me that we need to follow
the recommendations of the Kerner
Commission. The Commission rec-
ommended in the area of education,
and again it would seem as if this Com-
mission was done in the last several
days.

They recommended sharply increased
efforts to eliminate de facto segrega-
tion in our schools through substantial
Federal aid to the school systems seek-
ing to desegregate either within the
system or in cooperation with neigh-
boring school systems.
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They recommended elimination of
racial discrimination in northern as
well as southern schools by vigorous
application of title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.

They recommended extension of

quality early childhood education to
every disadvantaged child in the coun-
try.
They recommended efforts to im-
prove dramatically schools serving dis-
advantaged children through substan-
tial Federal funding of year-round
quality compensatory education pro-
grams, improved teaching, and ex-
panded experimentation and research.

They recommended elimination of il-
literacy through greater Federal sup-
port of adult basic education.

They recommended enlarged oppor-
tunities for parents and community
participation in public schools. They
recommended reoriented vocational
education, emphasizing work experi-
ence, training, and involvement of
business and industry.

They recommended expended oppor-
tunities for higher education through
increased Federal assistance to dis-
advantaged students.
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They recommended revision of the
State aid formulas to ensure more per
student aid in districts having a higher
proportion of disadvantaged school-age
children. It is as if these things were
reported on and studied in the last T
days. Every recommendation men-
tioned here in 1968 has failed to come
to fruition.

Every one of these recommendations
could have avoided what happened in
Los Angeles and what will happen in
other American cities unless we do
something about it.

In the area of welfare reform, the
Kerner Commission recommended that
we establish for recipients of existing
welfare categories uniform national
standards of assistance at least as high
as the annual poverty level of income
then set by the Social Security Admin-
istration at $3,335 per year for an urban
family of four.

They recommended that we require
all States receiving Federal welfare
contributions to participate in aid to
families with dependent children, un-
employed parent programs which per-
mits assistance to both fathers and
mothers in the home, thus aiding the
family while it is still intact. That is,
rather than requiring that there be no
father in the home in order to get the
assistance, and therefore we wonder
why there are so many one-adult-head-
ed household families on AFDC? Be-
cause the Federal Government required
them to be that way.

Mr. Speaker, there is no such thing
as a fatherless child, there is no such
thing as a fatherless child, not even in
artificial insemination.

They recommended that the Federal
Government bear a substantially great-
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er portion of all welfare costs, at least
90 percent of the total payments. We
have not done that. They recommended
that we increase incentives for seeking
employment and job training, but re-
move restrictions recently enacted by
Congress that will compel mothers of
young children to work. What they are
talking about is the phenomenon in
which mothers who presently receive
aid to families with dependent chil-
dren, Mr. Speaker, now have to make a
choice, and it is a Hobson’s choice;
they have to choose between giving up
the benefits of health care, which they
have as long as they remain unem-
ployed and on AFDC, and they have
small children in the household, that of
taking a low-wage job or a lower mini-
mum-wage job for an employer who has
no health care benefits.

It would seem to be almost criminal
for a mother to do such a thing, know-
ing the frequency with which young
children, especially those who do not
receive immunizations—and most of
these children are not immunized
against the common, everyday child-
hood illnesses, such as measles and
mumps, because they do not see a doc-
tor between the age of 6 months when
they lose their mother’s natural immu-
nity and the time that they are re-
quired to get vaccinated when they
start the first grade.

These children are more prone to
childhood illnesses, they are more
prone to scrapes, and bumps, and bro-
ken arms, and things like that. So that
the mother is then faced with the Hob-
son’s choice of taking a job at a mini-
mum wage for an employer who has no
benefits, no health care benefits, and
running the risk that if the child gets
injured or has an illness that requires
hospitalization or treatment—espe-
cially after the hours that the clinics
in urban America close, which is about
5 in the afternoon in most urban
areas—running the risk of sitting all
night at the public hospital, in order
that the child can be seen. But the
child will not be prioritized above the
people who come in with gunshot
wounds, automobile accidents, knifing
incidents. So it is likely, and it is a
regular occurrence for most of these
people; to have to spend sometimes all
night and sometimes several days in
the hospital waiting for the child to be
seen. That is the choice when you do
not have insurance or that of staying
at home and at least having benefits of
Medicaid and Medicare.

We, that is, the Federal Government,
force them, women in particular, to
make that choice. That is what the
recommendation in 1968 said. We have
done nothing, or very little, to improve
upon those conditions since.

They also recommended that we pro-
vide more adequate social services
through neighborhood centers and fam-
ily planning programs. Oh, let us not
talk about family planning:; that is a
verboten word around here.
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Remove the freeze placed on the 1967
welfare amendment on the percentage
of children in the State that can be
covered by Federal assistance, elimi-
nate residence requirements; these are
recommendations that were made a
quarter of a century ago that we have
not needed.

These are recommendations that we
ought to have been about with respect
to housing for people, so that people
are not called homeless. Homeless is a
nice, kind word for saying to the people
that they are not homeless, they are
houseless. So we do not want to deal
with those people.

So what we have is a situation in this
country where we have allowed this
sore to fester and grow. It is no wonder
that we had the incident that we had in
Los Angeles; that is not to condone,
once again, for those who might be
watching, I do not condone in any way
what happened in Los Angeles. But I
surely understand what it is like to
have no hope.

The last thing we want to do in this
country is to take hope away from a
vast section of the American people.

So, for those who wish to know and
understand what it is that we as a na-
tion can do, what should be our proper
response as a civilized society to the
tragedies, several in nature, which oc-
curred in Los Angeles, CA, on Wednes-
day last, and for several days there-
after? We must renew our faith and out
dedication to our American values and
principles. We must stand shoulder to
shoulder to address these problems,
and we must make our elected officials
not give us lipservice and another
study and spend 2 more years and a few
dollars working on these programs, for
within the budget that we already have
we need to redirect our priorities from
looking across the Atlantic Ocean and
the Pacific Ocean to looking within the
shores of this country from Seattle,
WA, to Miami, FL, and from Bangor,
ME, to San Diego, CA, crisscrossing
this Nation. Mr. Speaker, those are
people who need our help. We must pro-
vide that help. We must provide it now
because the number of people who fit
within the category of those who are
underrepresented in the Congress of
the United States and who are under-
served by the resources available in the
United States, continue to grow.

As our economy continues in its
downward spiral, more and more people
are out of work. People who were work-
ing 2 years ago are now without a job.
They are sleeping in their cars. They
sleep on the ground sometimes; they
dig holes in the ground because there is
not enough room in the shelter.

We must address these problems, and
we must address them in a forthright
manner. We do not need a study, we do
not need a civil rights commission; we
do not need any other commission to
look at the problem to know what is
wrong. We need action by the Congress,
and we need it now.

May 7, 1992

It will not cost any more money than
we were already planning to spend over
the next biennium or the next 8 years
between now and the year 2000. All it
takes is the will and the courage to say
that we will reduce the military budget
and we will look carefully at all of the
items currently in the budget because
we did not know, we could not assume
that what has happened in Los Angeles
would happen, but it did.

Ours is the duty of ensuring that we
do something about it. So, it seems to
me the new world order must include a
commitment to preserving peace as our
first responsibility of Government. And
there is no peace where there is no jus-
tice, and where there is no justice
there will always be violence; there
will be violence in American cities—
and I hope I am wrong—unless we do
something to address the underlying
conditions that confront us as a na-
tion.

Now, some will say that such re-
marks appear to be nothing more than
whining, that one who is a part of the
underclass is whining about what we
have not accomplished in this country.

Mr. Speaker, we have to reform the
education system and the health care
system, not for people like myself but
for those whom we saw on television on
the streets of Los Angeles, because
there are a lot of them.

You see, Mr. Speaker, they had crime
in Los Angeles before the Rodney King
verdict came in. The people in that
community learned to live with crime
on a daily basis, unfortunately. They
continue to live with crime,

Mr. Speaker, the senior citizens
locked themselves in their houses.
Their houses became prisons for them
because they have to lock the crimi-
nals out, so they end up locking them-
selves in with burglar bars on their
houses.

We have not provided an adequate re-
sponse. We have not provided an oppor-
tunity to improve the quality of life for
the senior citizens in our country. We
have not provided a Marshall plan for
the American cities. We have not
moved boldly to put funds into reduc-
ing erime in American cities. We pass a
lot of criminal laws, a lot more people
are in prison, ending up costing the
American taxpayers more and more
money, because it costs $40,000 a year
to lock one of those criminals up in
prison. But we do not spend that much
money on the victim of the crime, Mr.
Speaker.
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Mr. Speaker, we need to be about the
business of redirecting the priorities of
this Nation, and we are the people who
have the responsibility to do that. Un-
less we do, then we will always have
conditions that lend themselves to the
frustration and violence that we saw
both in action to the police officers
who visited their hostilities upon Rod-
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ney King and in the actions of the jury
who felt afraid of the Rodney Kings of
the world and felt it was us against
them, and they wanted to protect the
police officers to ensure that the police
officers would do their duty on behalf
of the American people. So, we give the
police officers the benefit of the doubt
even when we watch it on television
and we see blow, after blow, after blow
administered to this human being who
is lying on the ground. We would not
have allowed a citizen or a police offi-
cer to beat a German shepherd like
Rodney King was beaten on the ground
in Los Angeles.

Speaker, most good-thinking
people in this country would have at-
tempted to stop another citizen, or
even a police officer, from beating a
dog like they beat Rodney King, but
Rodney King is not the problem. It is
the mindset that we have in this coun-
try that is the problem that allows
people to think that they can get away
with doing that to another human
being and allows a jury to think that
we would justify, that American people
would justify that, but they have been
wrong because all the polls that have
been taken have indicated that across
this land people have spoken out
against and feel very strongly about
what happened in Los Angeles. And, if
we allow it to be swept under the rug
and allow that to be the end of it, then
it will happen again tonight in some
American city, and it will happen
again tomorrow and the day after.

Mr. Speaker, we must have the cour-
age as a Congress to stand up and do
what is right, and what is right is to
put money into law enforcement, put
money into training law enforcement
officers so that they will understand
that they have the responsibility of ar-
resting the criminals in the society,
but they are not to be the judges, and
the jury, and the executioners of the
criminals they catch. We expect them
to take them to jail. That is the end of
their responsibility. We must infuse
money into education, and health care,
and employment, and preventing drugs
from coming into this country, and re-
ducing crime on our streets, and pro-
viding housing for all of our people,
and cleaning up our environment, and
redeveloping our infrastructure, and we
can do that without spending one addi-
tional dollar over what we will spend
between now and the year 2000, while at
the same time significantly reducing
the deficit.

If only we have the will and we have
the courage to do that, then what we
have to do in order to do that, Mr.
Speaker, is to go back and take down
the walls that exist between the budg-
et, the discretionary spending, and the
military spending. When we passed
that budget in 1990, we did not know
that the Berlin Wall would come down,
but we erected another wall in its
place. When we passed that budget in
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1990, we did not know that the condi-
tions would continue to fester as they
have in American cities, such as they
are reaching a boiling point. When we
passed that budget in 1990, we did not
know that the new world order was in
this country and not in the rest of the
world.

We need to be about the business of
cleaning up our own house, Mr. Speak-
er, and we must begin by reorganizing
our priorities, and our priorities must
be to put America first. When we do
that, when we address the findings of
the Kerner Commission report, then we
will be able to sleep well at night, and
we will have done the best that we can
for the American people.

R —

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. PASTOR (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT), for today, on account of of-
ficial business.

SPECTAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. GALLEGLY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. EMERSON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, for 60 minutes,
on May 12.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MAzZzoLI) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. MazzoLl, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. ANNUNZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. PANETTA, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. WASHINGTON, for 60 minutes,
today.

Mr. ALEXANDER, for 60 minutes, on
May 12.

Mr. THORNTON, for 60 minutes, on
May 12.

Mr. SCHEUER, for 60 minutes, each
day on May 12, 13, and 14.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:

{The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. PURSELL.

Mr. MICHEL.

Mr. COUGHLIN.

Mr, GREEN of New York.

Mr. MCEWEN.

Mr. LEWIS of California.

Mr. GALLO.
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Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

GOODLING.
MOLINARI.
BILIRAKIS.
EMERSON.
GRADISON.
KOLBE in two instances.
Mr. MACHTLEY.
- Mr. VANDER JAGT.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MazzoLl) and to include
extraneous ma.t.r.er:)

Mr. HOYER.

Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

Mr. STARK.

Mr. KANJORSKI.

Mr. ROE.

Mr. CAMPBELL of Colorado.

Mr. WAXMAN.

Mr. ACKERMAN.

Mr. REED.

Mr. MONTGOMERY.

Mr. DWYER of New Jersey.

Mr. LANCASTER.

Mr. WYDEN.

Mrs. Lowey of New York in six in-
stances.

Mr. TRAXLER.

——————

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS
SIGNED

Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled joint resolutions
of the House of the following titles,
which were thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.J. Res. 466. Joint resolution designating
April 26, 1992, through May 2, 1992, as “Na-
tional Crime Victims' Rights Week"; and

H.J. Res. 430. Joint resolution to designate
May 4, 1992, through May 10, 1992, as “Public
Service Recognition Week™.

e ——

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

5. 3. An act to amend the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for a vol-
untary system of spending limits and bene-
fits for congressional election campaigns,
and for other purposes.

e

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. WASHINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 24 minutes p.m.)
under its previous order the House ad-
journed until Monday, May 11, 1992, at
12 noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker’s table and referred as fol-
lows:

3465. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting the bi-
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monthly report on progress toward a nego-
tiated solution of the Cyprus problem, in-
cluding any relevant reports from the Sec-
retary General of the United Nations cover-
ing the second half of October and all of No-
vember and December 1991, pursuant to 22
U.8.C. 2373(c); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

3466. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting
copies of the original report of political con-
tributions of Peter Barry Teeley, of Virginia,
to be Ambassador to Canada, and members of
his family, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3944(b)(2); to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3467. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State for Legislative Affairs, transmitting
copies of the original report of political con-
tributions of Robert L. Barry, of New Hamp-
shire, to be Ambassador to the Republic of
Indonesia; of Reginald Bartholomew, of the
District of Columbia, to be the United States
Permanent Representative on the Council of
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization; of
Adrian A. Basora, of New Hampshire, to be
Ambassador to the Czech and Slovak Federal
Republic, and members of their families,
pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 3%44(b)(2); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

3468. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of State, Legislative Affairs, transmitting
the texts of ILO Convention No. 172 and Rec-
ommendation No. 179 concerning working
conditions in hotels, restaurants, and similar
establishments as adopted by the Inter-
national Labor Conference at its 78th ses-
sion, at Geneva, June 25, 1991, pursuant to
article 19 of the Constitution of the Inter-
national Labor Organization; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

3469. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting a report on claims for loss of
property incident to service, pursuant to
Public Law 101-138, section 154 (105 Stat. 674);
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

3470. A letter from the Chairman, National
Transportation Safety Board, transmitting a
copy of the annual report in compliance with
the Government in the Sunshine Act during
the calendar year 1991, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
552b(j); to the Committee on Government Op-
erations.

3471. A letter from the Chairman, National
Transportation Safety Board, transmitting a
report of activities under the Freedom of In-
formation Act for calendar year 1991, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the Committee on
Government. Operations.

3472. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Director for Collection and Disbursement,
Department of the Interior, transmitting no-
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C.
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

3473. A letter from the Deputy Associate
Director for Collection and Disbursement,
Department of the Interior, transmitting no-
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C,
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

3474, A letter from the Deputy Associate
Director for Collection and Disbursement,
Department of the Interior, transmitting no-
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty
payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C.
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

3475. A letter from the Deputy Assoclate
Director for Collection and Disbursement,
Department of the Interior, transmitting no-
tice of proposed refunds of excess royalty
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payments in OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.5.C,
1339(b); to the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs.

3476. A letter from the Secretary of En-
ergy, transmitting a report on the status of
research and development activities during
fiscal year 1991 and actual and anticipated
obligation of funds in accordance with the
Steel and Aluminum Energy Conservation
and Technology Competitiveness Act of 1988,
pursuant to 15 U.8.C. 5107; to the Committee
on Science, Space, and Technology.

3477, A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting a report on findings and
recommendations of the North Carolina En-
vironmental Sciences Review Panel, pursu-
ant to Public law 101-380, section 6003; joint-
ly, to the Committees on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs and Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries.

R —

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. GORDON: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 452. Resolution providing for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4111) to amend
the Small Business Act to provide additional
loan assistance to small businesses, and for
other purposes (Rept. 102-515). Referred to
the House Calendar.

| ———m——

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. MCCURDY:

H.R. 5095. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1993 for intelligence and
intelligence-related activities of the U.8.
Government and the Central Intelligence
Agency Retirement and Disability System,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Intelligence (Permanent Select).

By Mr. BROOKS:

H.R. 5096. A bill to supersede the Modifica-
tion of Final Judgment entered August 24,
1982, in the antitrust action styled United
States versus Western Electric, civil action
No. 820192, U.S. District Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia; and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MONTGOMERY:

H.R. 5097. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve benefits in certain
education and employment programs for vet-
erans, and for other purposes; jointly, to the
Committees on Veterans' Affairs, Education
and Labor, Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs, and Armed Services.

H.R. 5098. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to allow members of the Se-
lected Reserve to use educational assistance
for graduate programs; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services and Veterans' Af-
fairs.

By Mr. MILLER of California (for him-
self, Mr. HANSEN, Mr, MARKEY, Mr.
MURPHY, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. DE LUGO,
Mr. GEJDENSON, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr.
RICHARDSON, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr.
LEwis of Georgia, Mr. CAMPBELL of
Colorado, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. JOHNSON of
South Dakota, Mr. SCHUMER, Mr.
JONTZ, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. DAR-
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DEN, Mr. SHARP, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr.
DELLUMS, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. Ricas, and Mr. JOHNSTON of Flor-
ida):

H.R. 5099. A bill to provide for the restora-
tion of fish and wildlife and their habitat in
the Central Valley of California, and for
other purposes; jointly, to the Committees
on Interior and Insular Affairs and Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI (for himself,
Mr. GEFHARDT, Mr. LEVIN of Michi-
gan, Mr. PEASE, Mr. MCGRATH, Mr.
MATSUI, Mrs. KENNELLY, Mr. MAZ-
ZOLI, Mr. FAZ10, and Mr. ECKART):

H.R. 5100. A bill to strengthen the inter-
national trade position of the United States;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DREIER of California:

H.R. 5101. A bill to provide eligibility for
small business concerns employing socially
and economically disadvantaged individuals
to participate in Federal procurement pro-
grams, and for other purposes; to the com-
mittee on Small business.

By Mr. GONZALEZ (for himself and
Ms. WATERS):

H.R. 5102. A bill to authorize emergency
loan guarantee assistance in connection with
section 108 of the Housing and Community
Development Act of 1974 for developing and
reestablishing businesses in areas affected by
certain civil disturbances during April and
May of 1992, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs.

By Mr. CAMP:

H.R. 5103. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt medical benefits
from the restrictions on welfare benefit
funds; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CAMPBELL of California:

H.R. 5104. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit against
income tax to defense contractors for ex-
penses of retraining their employees; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. CHANDLER (for himself, Mr.
YounG of Alaska, Mr. MONTGOMERY,
Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr.
MARLENEE, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
SMITH of Oregon, Mr. PARKER, Mr,
HERGER, and Mrs. VUCANOVICH):

H.R. 5105. A bill to amend the Endangered
Species Act of 1973 to ensure adequate analy-
sis before application of requirements and
prohibitions under that act to a species, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. DOWNEY (for himself and Mr.
MCGRATH):

H.R. 5106. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to disregard months dur-
ing which a retiree is a former employee and
covered under a group health plan of an em-
ployer for purposes of calculating the pen-
alty for late enrollment under part B of such
title; jointly, to the Committees on Ways
and Means and Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. FAZIO:

H.R. 5107. A bill to establish a program in
the Department of Defense to promote elec-
tric vehicle and infrastructure development;
jointly, to the Committees on Armed Serv-
ices and Science, Space, and Technology.

By Mr. GALLEGLY:

H.R. 5108. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue of 1986 to provide that dislocated de-
fense workers are eligible for the targeted
jobs credit; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. GOODLING:

H.R. 5109. A bill to assist community, busi-

ness, and worker readjustment required as a
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result of the closure of military installations
and reductions in defense spending; jointly
to the Committees on Armed Services, Bank-
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs, Education
and Labor, and Small Business.

By Mr. HERGER (for himself, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mr. CONDIT, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr.
EMERSON, Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. LEWIS of
Florida, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. WALSH,
and Mr. MORRISON):

H.R. 5110. A bill to amend the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
with respect to public health pesticides; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. KOLBE:

H.R. 5111. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to provide assistance to the
Casa Malpais National Historic Landmark in
Springerville, AZ; to the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. LOWERY of California:

H.R. 5112. A bill to amend the Fair Labor
Standards Act of 1938 to provide that an em-
ployee shall not be excluded from the mini-
mum wage and maximum hour exemption for
certain employees because the employee is
not paid on a salary basis, and for other pur-
Eo:::: to the Committee on Education and

r.

By Mr, LUKEN:

H.R. 5113. A bill to abolish the Temporary
Emergency Court of Appeals; jointly, to the
Committees on Banking, Finance and Urban
Affairs, the Judiciary, and Energy and Com-
merce.

By Mr. MCcCOLLUM:

H.R. 5114. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow a deduction for a
portion of child support payments, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr,
STARK, Mr. CARDIN, and Mr. MooDY):

H.R. 5115. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to require physicians
not participating in the Medicare Program
to refund amounts paid for physicians’ serv-
ices by individuals enrolled under part B of
the program in excess of the limiting charges
applicable to such services, and for other
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on
Ways and Means and Energy and Commerce.

By Ms. OAKAR:

H.R. 5116. A bill to continue and expand
programs to assist defense workers and com-
munities adversely affected by base closures
or reductions in defense spending, promote
the conversion of defense contractors, in-
cluding defense contractors that are small
businesses, and encourage exports of U.S.
products and services; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services, Education and
Labor, Small Business, and Banking, Fi-
nance and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. OWENS of Utah (for himself
and Mr. BROOMFIELD):

H.R. 5117. A bill to prohibit United States
assistance to Serbia and Montenegro; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. OWENS of Utah:

H.R. 5118. A bill to exchange lands within
the State of Utah, between the United States
and the State of Utah; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R. 5119. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion of the Cumberland Mountain Trail in
the States of Kentucky and Virginia, to
study the establishment of the Cumberland
National Recreation Area in the States of
Kentucky and Virginia, and for other pur-
poses; jointly, to the Committees on Interior
and Insular Affairs and Agriculture.

By Mr. WEISS:

H.R. 5120. A bill to establish an Intergov-

ernmental Commission on Health Care Fraud
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and Abuse; jointly, to the Committees on
Energy and Commerce, the Judiciary, and
Ways and Means.

By Mr. RICHARDSON:

H.R. 5121. A bill to amend the Solid Waste
Disposal Act to establish citizens advisory
boards for Department of Energy nuclear
weapons facilities and to require the Admin-
istrator of the Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry to conduct public
health assessments of such facilities; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

H.R. 5122. A bill relating to the settlement
of the water rights claims of the Jicarilla
Apache Tribe; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mrs. SCHROEDER.:

H.R. 5123. A bill to improve the collection
of child support; jointly, to the Committees
on Ways and Means and the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCHUMER:

H.R. 5124. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act to provide for regula-
tion by the Federal Trade Commission of ad-
vertisements by air carriers, and for other
purposes; jointly, to the Committees on En-
ergy and Commerce and Public Works and
Transportation.

By Mr. SHAYS (for himself, Ms.
SNOWE, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mr. PETRI, Mr. KLUG, Mr. PAXON, Mr.
ZIMMER, Mr. GOODLING, Mr, FAWELL,
Mr. FrANKS of Connecticut, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. COMBEST, Mr.
RicGs, Mr, LEWIS of Florida, Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER, Mr. LEWIS of California,
Mrs. VUCANOVICH, and Mr. VALEN-
TINE):

H.R. 5125. A bill to amend the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 to expand the re-
quirement that legislation be accompanied
by cost estimates of its impact on State and
local governments; jointly, to the Commit-
tees on Government Operations and Rules.

By Mr. VENTO (for himself, Mr. WYLIE,
Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. TAYLOR of North
Carolina, Mr, CUNNINGHAM, Mr. HAM-
ILTON, Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-
lina, Mr. ROSE, Mr. SHAW, Mr. STUMP,
Mr. TALLON, Mr. ORTIZ, and Mr. Doo-
LITTLE):

H.R. 5126. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of the 100th anniversary of the begin-
ning of the protection of Civil War Battle-
fields, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af-
fairs.

By Mrs. VUCANOVICH:

H.R. 5127. A bill to designate the U.S.
courthouse and Federal building to be con-
structed at the southeastern corner of Lib-
erty and South Virginia Streets in Reno, NV,
as the “Bruce R. Thompson United States
Courthouse and Federal Building''; to the
Committee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation.

By Mr. HOLLOWAY:

H.J. Res. 480. Joint resolution disapproving
the action of the District of Columbia Coun-
cil in approving the Health Care Benefits Ex-
pansion Act of 1992; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. McCOLLUM:

H.J. Res. 481. Joint resolution designating
May 1992 as ‘‘Older Americans Month”; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice.

By Mr. MCNULTY (for himself and Mr.
HORTON):

H.J. Res. 482. Joint resolution designating
June 14, 1992, as ‘*National Pledge of Alle-
giance to the Flag Centennial Day"; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.
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By Mr. GLICKMAN:

H. Res. 453. Resolution to express the sense
of the House of Representatives regarding
the need to increase budget authority for the
reduction of violent crime, the rehabilita-
tion of American youth, and the revitaliza-
tion of American cities; jointly, to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services, Foreign Affairs,
Education and Labor, Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs, and the Judiciary.

e ————

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII,

414. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Senate of the State of Maine, relative
to the legal availability of RU-486 for appro-
priate research and, if indicated, clinical
practice; to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. PICKETT:

H.R. 5128. A bill to authorize a certificate
of documentation for the vessel Reddy Jane,
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. MCCOLLUM:

H.R. 5129. A bill for the relief of Thomas L.

Bowers; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

e —

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 20: Mr. ROEMER, Mr. WASHINGTON, and
Mr. HAYES of Louisiana.

H.R. 23: Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. WEBER, Mr. GAY-
DOS, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. LENT, and
Mr. TOWNS.

H.R. 300: Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut.

H.R. 528: Mr, SANDERS and Mr. ATKINS.

H.R. 617: Mr. WISE.

H.R. 645: Mr. GO8S.

H.R. T84: Mr. NEAL of North Carolina.

H.R. 911: Mr. CARDIN.

H.R. 917: Mrs. KENNELLY.

H.R. 1126: Mr. TORRES.

H.R. 1181: Mr. ATKINS.

H.R. 1430: Mr. MACHTLEY.

H.R. 1468: Mr. ROGERS and Mr. FRANKS of
Connecticut.

H.R. 1692: Mr. SOLOMON.

H.R. 1820: Mr. MANTON and Mr. CRAMER.

H.R. 2164: Mr. MORAN, Mr. HOAGLAND, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. GLICKMAN, and Mr. ANDREWS of
New Jersey.

H.R. 2200: Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland.

H.R. 2255: Mr. SMITH of Texas.

H.R. 2258: Mr. ATKINS and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 2840: Mr, FAZIO.

H.R. 2966: Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
and Mr. BEREUTER.

H.R. 3051: Mrs. LOWEY of New York and Mr.
SERRANO.

H.R. 3082: Ms. HORN.

H.R. 3373: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. SOLARZ,
Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER, and Mr. NOWAK.

H.R. 3838: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mrs. VUCANOVICH, and Mr. STAL-
LINGS.

H.R. 3864: Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota.

H.R. 3871: Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. SERRANO, Mr.
LEVINE of California, Mr. AuCOIN, Mr.
TownS, Mr. FOGLIETTA, Mr. WoLF, Mr. OBER-
STAR, and Mr. BACCHUS.
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H.R. 3927: Mr. DINGELL.

H.R. 3989: Ms. OAKAR.

H.R. 3992: Ms. OAKAR.

H.R. 4002: Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr, FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mr, PASTOR, and Mr, LIPIN-
SKI.

H.R. 4008: Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. HAMILTON,
Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. FEIGHAN, Mrs. VUCANOVICH,
Mr. VISCLOSKY, and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 4089: Mr. KOLBE, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
and Mr. TAUZIN.

H.R. 4175: Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 4206: Mr. WELDON and Mr. STARK.

H.R. 4234: Ms. KAPTUR,

H.R. 4272: Mr. MAZZOLI, Mr. GOODLING, and
Mr. OWENS of Utah.

H.R. 4399: Mr. LEHMAN of California and
Mr. LANTOS.

H.R. 4414: Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr.
GEJDENSON.

H.R. 4416: Mr. ROSE and Mrs. COLLINS of
Michigan.

H.R. 4435: Mr. ENGEL, Mr. BARNARD, and
Mr. MOODY.

H.R. 4476: Mr. BOEHNER.

H.R. 4537: Mr. PERKINS.

H.R. 4542: Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. NOWAK, Mr.
RAMSTAD, and Mr. LEVINE of California.

H.R. 4613: Mr. HANCOCK and Mr. STEARNS.

H.R. 4706: Mr. STARK.

H.R. 4725: Mr. McNuLTY, Mr. BLAZ, Mr.
RITTER, and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-—HOUSE

H.R. 4748: Mr. OWENS of New York, Mr.
DELLUMS, Mr. TOWNS, and Mr. RANGEL.

H.R. 4750: Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 4885: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.

H.R. 4902: Mr. LANCASTER and Mr. ROGERS.

H.R. 4805: Mr. SIKORSKI and Mr. EVANS.

H.R. 4924: Mr. AUCOIN.

HR. 4957: Mr. DANNEMEYER, Mr.
BLACKWELL, Mr. OWENS of Utah, Mr. SCHIFF,
Mr. JEFFERSON, and Mr. SOLOMON.

H.R. 4991: Mr. McCLOSKEY, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. MCNUL-
TY, Mr. EVANS, Mr. HORTON, Mr. MORAN, and
Ms. HORN,

H.R. 5014: Mr. SYNAR, Mr. PERKINS, Mr.
Moony, and Mr. LIGHTFOOT.

H.R. 5019: Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. BOEHNER, and
Mr. LIVINGTON.

H.R. 5069: Mr. CAMPBELL of California.

Res. 81: Mr. MCCRERY.

Res. 271: Mr. HUBBARD.

. Res. 378: Mr. FORD of Michigan.

Res. 385: Mr. ENGEL.

. Res. 411: Mr. POSHARD.

Res. 426: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.

. Res. 442: Mr, BILIRAKIS, Mr. CAMP, Mr.
CHANDLER, Mr, KASICH, Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr.
Fazio, Mr. HUTTO, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. AN-
NUNZIO, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. HAYES of Illinois,
Mr. MCMILLAN of North Carolina, and Ms.
PELOSI.

H.J. Res. 445: Mrs. MINK, Mr. HANSEN, Ms.
DELAURO, Mr. MANTON, Mr. LANCASTER, Ms.
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NORTON, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr, PRICE, and Mr.
MINETA.

H.J. Res. 470: Mr. DYMALLY, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, and Mr. SCHIFF.

H.J. Res. 479: Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, Mr.
MAZZoLI, Mr. TRAFICANT, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
PARKER, and Mr, LAUGHLIN.

H. Con. Res. 42: Mr. ZELIFF.

H. Con. Res. 180: Mr. GEJDENSON and Mr.
SAWYER.

H. Con. Res. 210: Mr. HERGER.

H. Con. Res. 233: Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr.
MANTON, Mr. SCHAEFER, Mr. SUNDQUIST, Mr.
LaARoCCO, and Mr. RAVENEL.

H. Con. Res. 246: Mr. PETERSON of Florida,
Mr. AuCoIN, and Mr. GAYDOS.

H. Con. Res. 299: Mr. JONES of Georgia and
Mr. SWETT.

H. Res. 370: Mr. SMmITH of Oregon, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. AuCoIN, Mr. YOuNa of Florida,
Mr. OXLEY, and Mr. ZELIFF.

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under cluase 4 of rule XXII, sponsors

were deleted from public bills and reso-

lutions as follows:
H.R. 4760: Mr. MURPHY.
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